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DECLARATION STATEMENT 

RECORD OF DECISION 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (EPA ID# NJD981557879) 
Borough of South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey 
Operable Unit 2 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This decision dociament presents the Selected Remedy to address 
Operable Unit 2, consisting of contaminated facility soils and 
buildings, at the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (CDE) 
Superfund Site, in South Plainfield, New Jersey, which was chosen 
in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act, as amended, and to the extent 
practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the Administrative 
Record file for the Site. 

The State of New Jersey concurs with the Selected Remedy. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is 
necessary to protect public heal :h, welfare or the environment 
from actual or threatened releas' s of hazardous substances from 
the Site into the-environment. . 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMED.' 

The Selected Remedy described in tliis document addresses the 
remediation of contaminated soils and buildings at the former CDE 
facility. This is the second reme.lial phase, or operable unit, 
for the CDE Site, identified as Operable Unit 2 (0U2). A 
previous Record of Decision, signec in September 2003, selected a 
remedy to address contaminated soil and interior dust at 
properties in the vi&inity of the farmer CDE facility. 
Additional remedial actions are pla:.-.ned to address the 
contaminated groundwater and the seciments of the Bound Brook. 
The major components of the Selected Remedy include: 

Soils 

excavation of an-estimated 107,r'00 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil containing pojychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) at concentrations greater than 500 ppm and 
contaminated soils that exceed New Jersey's Impact to 
Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) for contaminants 
other than PCBs; 
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• on-site treatment of excavated soil amenable to treatment by 
low temperature thermal desorption (LTTD), followed by 
backfilling of excavated areas with treated soils; 

transportation of contaminated soil and debris not suitable 
for on-site LTTD treatment to an off-site facility for 
disposal, with treatment as necessary; 

excavation of an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated 
soil and debris from the capacitor disposal areas and 
transportation for disposal off site, with treatment as 
necessary; 

• installation of a multi-layer cap or hardscape; 

installation of engineering controls; 

property restoration; and 

• implementation of institutional controls. 

Buildings 

demolition of the 18 on-site buildings; 

• transportation of the buil<iing debris off-site for disposal, 
with treatment as necessary; and 

• relocation of eligible tenai ts at the former CDE facility 
buildings pursuant to the Uriform Relocation Act, as 
necessary. 

Contingency Remedy 

Although certain buildings would h ive to be demolished as part of 
the selected soil remedy and an ex;iected redevelopment of the 
industrial park anticipates demoli; ion of all the existing 
structures, it is possible that not all of the structures will 
have to be demolished. Therefore, the Selected Remedy for the 
buildings includes a contingency re.iedy that would allow for the 
decontamination and surface encapsu. ation of certain buildings 
that may not need to be demolished. The contingency remedy would 
require institutional- controls to be employed to ensure that any 
future Site activities are performed with knowledge of the Site 
conditions and with appropriate heal ".h and safety controls, and 
that the buildings would not be used for any purposes 
inconsistent with the ̂ continued presi nee of PCBs within the 
building materials. 

The Selected Remedy will be the final remedy for soils and 
buildings at the former CDE facility. 

-2-
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Part 1: Statutory Requirements 

The Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the 
environment, complies with federal and State requirements that 
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the 
remedial action, and is cost-effective. The Selected Remedy 
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or 
resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

Part 2: Statutory Preference for Treatment 

The Selected Remedy for soils will meet the statutory preference 
for the use of remedies that employ treatment that reduces 
toxicity, mobility or volume as a principal element. 

Part 3: Five-Year Review Requirements 

Because the Selected Remedy will result in hazardous substances 
remaining on the Site above health-based levels, a statutory 
five-year review will be conducted within five years after the 
initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy 
-continues to provide adequate pi^otection of human health and the 
environment. 

ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The following information is included in the Decision Summary 
section of this ROD. Additional information can be found iij the 
Administrative Record for this Sit ;. 

• Chemicals of concern and theii respective concentrations may 
be found in the "Site Characteristics" section. 

Baseline risk represented by t.\e chemicals of concern may be 
found in the "Summary of Site r.isks" section. 

• A discussion of cleanup levels for chemicals of concern may 
be found in the "Remedial Action Objectives" section. 

A discussion of source materials constituting principal 
threats may be found in the "Principal Threat Waste" 
section. 

Current and reasonably-anticipated future land use 
assumptions are discussed in the "Current and Potential 
Future Site and Resource Uses" section. 

-3-
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Potential land uses that will be available at 0U2 as a 
result of the Selected Remedy are discussed in the "Remedial 
Action Objectives" section. 

Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M), 
and total present worth costs are discussed in the 
"Description of Alternatives" section. 

Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., how the 
Selected Remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs with 
respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, 
highlighting criteria key to the decisions) may be found in 
the "Comparative Analysis of Alternatives" and "Statutory 
Determinations" sections. 

Jane M. Kenny Date 
Regional- Administrator 
Region II 

-4-
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SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (CDE) Site is located at 
333 Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New 
Jersey. The former CDE facility, now known as the Hamilton 
Industrial Park, consists of approximately 26 acres containing 18 
buildings that are currently used by a variety of commercial and 
industrial tenants. The fenced 26-acre facility is bounded on 
the northeast by the Bound Brook and the former Lehigh Valley 
Railroad, Perth Amboy Branch (presently Conrail); on the 
southeast by the Bound Brook and a property used by the South 
Plainfield Department of Public Works; on the southwest, across 
Spicer Avenue, by single-family residential properties; and to 
the northwest, across Hamilton Boulevard, by mixed residential 
and commercial properties (see Appendix I, Figure 1). 

Prior to 1935, Spicer Manufacturing Corp., a predecessor to Dana 
Corporation, owned and operated the facility, and many of the 
buildings date from this era. Spicer Manufacturing Corp. ceased 
operations in South Plainfield in 1929 and, beginning in 1936, 
leased the property to CDE. CDE operated at the facility from 
1936 to 1962, manufacturing electronic components including, in 
particular, capacitors. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and 
chlorinated organic solvents were used in the manufacturing 
process, and the company apparently (.'isposed of PCB-contaminated 
materials and other hazardous substances directly on the facility 
soils. CDE's activities evidently lei to widespread chemical 
contamination at the facility, as welJ as migration of 
contaminants to areas nearby the facility. PCBs have been 
detected in the groundwater, soils and in building interiors- ,at 
the industrial park, at adjacent residential, commercial, and 
municipal properties, and in the surface water and sediments of 
the Bound Brook. High levels of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) have been found in the facility soils and in groundwater. 
Since CDE's departure from the facility in 1962, it has been 
operated as a rental property, with ovei 100 commercial and 
industrial companies operating at the fsrility as tenants. Some 
of these tenants may have^ contributed to some Site contamination, 
but the PCB and VOC contamination appear-; to be primarily 
attributable to CDE's operation. 

* 
The CDE Site is on the U.S^ Environmental Protection Agency's 
(EPA's) National Priorities List (NPL). :PA is the lead agency, 
and the New Jersey Department of Environmt'ntal Protection (NJDEP) 
is the support agency. 
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SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

Operations and State and Federal Response Actions 

In 1996, NJDEP conducted a Site Inspection and collected surface 
soil, surface water, and sediment samples at the facility 
property. In June 1996, at the request of NJDEP, EPA collected 
and analyzed additional soil, surface water and sediments at the 
facility. The results of the sample analyses revealed that 
elevated levels of PCBs, VOCs, and inorganics were present at the 
Site. 

As a result of the contamination found at the facility, in March 
1997, EPA ordered the owner of the facility property, D.S.C. of 
Newark Enterprises, Inc. (DSC), a potentially responsible party 
(PRP), to perform a removal action to mitigate risks associated 
with contaminated soil and surface water runoff from the 
facility. The removal action included paving driveways and 
parking areas in the industrial park, installing a security 
fence, and implementing drainage controls. 

In 1997, EPA conducted a preliminary investigation of the Bound 
Brook to evaluate the potential impacts of contamination on human 
health and the environment. Elevatec' levels of PCBs were found 
in fish and sediments of the Bound Br")ok. As a result of these 
investigations, NJDEP issued a fish ci^nsumption advisory for the 
Bound Brook and its tributaries, incliding nearby New Market Pond 
and Spring Lake. 

In 1997, EPA began collecting surface toil and interior dust'• 
samples from residential and commercial properties near the CDE 
facility. The results of the sampling -evealed PCBs in soil and 
interior dust that posed a potential he.- 1th concern for residents 
of several of the properties tested. Tlese investigations led to 
removal actions at 15 residential properties, conducted from 1998 
to 2000. In July 1998, EPA included the Site on the NPL. 

EPA has divided the Site into separate pi ases, or operable units, 
for remediation purposes. ', Operable Unit 1 .(OUl) consists of 
residential, commercial, and municipal properties located in the 
vicinity of the former CDE"facility. Ope "able Unit 2 (0U2) 
addresses the contaminated soils and bull'lings at the former CDE 
facility, including soils that may act as a source of groundwater 
contamination. Additional operable units will address 
contaminated groundwater and the sediments of the Bound Brook. 

In 2000, EPA initiated the Remedial Invest .gation (RI) for the 
Site and began collecting soil samples frort properties further 
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from the CDE facility. This sampling revealed additional 
properties with PCBs in soil at unacceptable levels, and 
indicated a need for more extensive sampling. EPA compiled the 
1997 and 1998 removal sampling data with its remedial 
investigation data in a Remedial Investigation Report for OUl, 
and in June 2003 proposed a comprehensive remedy for OUl, the 
contaminated properties in the vicinity of the former CDE 
facility. In September 2003, EPA selected a remedy to address 
the contaminated soil at properties in the vicinity of the former 
CDE facility. A projected 2,100 cubic yards of contaminated soil 
will be excavated from those properties requiring soil cleanup. 
The remedy includes indoor dust remediation where PCB-
contaminated dust is encountered. Additional sampling is planned 
for properties where right-of-way sampling revealed elevated 
levels of PCBs, to determine if remediation is required. The 
sampling will include exterior soils and the collection of dust 
samples from the interiors of homes. 

In 2000, CDE and Dana Corporation initiated discussions with the 
Borough of South Plainfield regarding the future' redevelopment of 
the Hamilton Industrial Park, and how that redevelopment might be 
accomplished as part of a remedy for the facility soils and 
buildings, i.e., 0U2. On December 6, 2001, the South Plainfield 
Borough Council adopted a resolution designating the Hamilton 
Industrial Park and certain lands in the vicinity of the 
industrial park as a "Redevelopment Arsa" pursuant to New Jersey 
Local Redevelopment and Housing Law. vhe Borough retained a 
planning consultant to prepare a redevelopment plan for the 
designated area, and on July 15, 2002, the Borough Council 
approved an ordinance adapting the redevelopment plan. 
Subsequently, the Borough designated a ceveloper for the 
redevelopment plan. EPA has participated in this future-use 
planning for the facility.as part of the development of the 
Feasibility Study (FS) for this operable unit. 

Enforcement Activities 

To date, PRPs identified for the Site and served with notices of 
liability include DSC, CDE, Dana Corporation, Dana Corporation 
Foundation, and Federal Pacific Electric Company. Five 
administrative orders have been issued to various PRPs for the 
performance of portions of removal actions required at the Site. 

The first order, a Unilateral Administrati\ e Order (UAO) issued 
to DSC in 1997, required the installation end maintenance of site 
stabilization measures to limit migration cf contaminants from 
the industrial park. These actions included paving driveways and 
parking areas in the industrial park to minimize dust, installing 

500010 



a security fence, and implementing drainage controls to limit 
surface run-off. 

In July 1998, EPA offered the PRPs an opportunity to perform a 
comprehensive study of the Site, called a Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility Study (RI/FS), to help determine the nature and 
extent of contamination. After EPA and the PRPs were unable to 
agree on the scope of the RI required at the Site, EPA elected to 
perform the RI/FS using federal funds. 

In 1998 and 1999, EPA entered into two separate Administrative 
Orders on Consent (AOCs) with PRPs concerning the removal of PCB-
contaminated soil from thirteen properties on Spicer Avenue, 
Delmore Avenue, and Hamilton Boulevard. DSC and CDE signed the 
1998 AOC (addressing six properties), and Dana and CDE signed the 
1999 AOC (addressing seven properties). EPA issued another UAO 
in 1999 to Federal Pacific Electric and DSC, requiring those 
parties to participate and cooperate in the soil removal at the 
properties covered by the 1999 AOC. In April 2000, EPA entered 
into an AOC with DSC requiring the removal of PCB-contaminated 
soil from one additional property on Spicer Avenue. DSC agreed 
to perform the work required under the AOC, but subsequently 
failed to do so. In August 2004, EPA began the removal of PCB-
contaminated soil from this property, o.nd the work was 
substantially completed in September 2004. 

On September 30, 2003, after EPA issued a Record of Decision 
(ROD) for OUl at the Site, EPA and several of the PRPs entered 
into negotiations regarding the performa ice by the PRPs of the 
Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/̂ IA) for OUl, under E-EA 
oversight. EPA and the PRPs were unable to reach an agreement, 
and on August 24, 2004, EPA issued a UAO .o DSC, CDE, and Dana, 
requiring them to perform the RD/RA for Oi'l. On September 29, 
2004, CDE and Dana informed EPA that they would not comply with 
the UAO. As of the date of this ROD, DSC has not indicated 
whether it intends to comply with the UAO. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

EPA has worked closely with public officials and other interested 
members of the community. Their participation and contributions 
to the Site investigation and remediation p "ocess benefit the 
Agency in achieving its goal of effectively protecting human 
health and the environment. ' 

The Proposed Plan and supporting documentation for 0U2 were 
released to the public for comment on July 6, 2004. These 
documents were made available''to the public it the EPA 
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Administrative Record File Room, 290 Broadway, IS""̂  Floor, New 
York, New York; and at the South Plainfield Public Library, 2484 
Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey. 

The public comment period for the 0U2 Proposed Plan began on July 
6, 2004, and ended on September 4, 2004. On July 6, 2004, EPA 
published a notice in 'the Courier-News newspaper containing 
information concerning the public comment period for the Site, 
including the duration of the comment period, the date of the 
public meeting and availability of the administrative record. A 
second notice was placed in the Observer-Tribune newspaper on 
July 9, 2004. The public comment period was initially scheduled 
to end on August 5, 2004. In response to a written request by 
CDE and Dana, EPA extended the comment period to September 4, 
2004, placing an additional public notice in the Courier-News. A 
public meeting was held on July 13, 2004, at the South Plainfield 
Municipal Building located at 2480 Plainfield Avenue, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey. The purpose of this meeting was to 
inform local officials and interested citizens about the 
Superfund process, to discuss the Proposed Plan and receive 
comments on the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions from 
area residents and other interested parties. Responses to the 
comments received at the public meeting and in writing during the 
public comment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary, 
attached as Appendix V to this ROD. 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THIS OPERABLE UNIT 

For the purposes of planning response actions, EPA has addressed 
the Site in separate operable units (OUs) The September 20L03 
ROD selected a remedy for OUl, the contaminated residential, 
commercial, and municipal properties located in the vicinity of 
the former CDE facility. This operable unit, referred to as 0U2, 
addresses contaminated soils and buildings at the former CDE 
facility. EPA's findings indicate the pre;ence of "principal 
threat" wastes at the facility, which are cddressed by this 
action. Additional operable, units will adc ress the contaminated 
groundwater and the sediments of the Bound Srook. 

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Based on the characteristic surface features of the facility 
property, two major areas can be described. The northwestern 
portion of the Hamilton Industrial Park is Largely paved or 
occupied by buildings. This area is relatively level. The 18 
buildings are constructed of wood frame or brick and several of 
the buildings are subdivided. The buildings are currently used 
by a variety of commercial and? industrial tenants. The southeast 
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area of the property is primarily an open field, with some wooded 
areas. The property drops steeply to the southeast, and the 
eastern portion of the property consists of wetlands bordering 
the Bound Brook (see Appendix I, Figure 2). 

The property is underlain by the Brunswick Formation, a fractured 
bedrock geologic formation, topped with a layer of overburden 
that is a mixture of glacial deposits and man-made fill. The 
overburden is absent beneath a number of the buildings in the 
northwest corner of the property with increasing thickness 
towards the Bound Brook, to a maximum depth of about 15 feet. A 
weathered siltstone unit, approximately one to eight feet thick 
above the bedrock surface, extends beneath most of the property. 
It appears that much of the southeastern portion of the property 
was leveled by the addition of fill material, and that Site 
wastes were also deposited in this fill. Fill material 
identified throughout the facility property during the remedial 
investigation consisted primarily of cinders, ash, brick, glass, 
metal, slag, and wood fragments. In some areas the fill material 
was six feet thick. 

After geophysical investigations identified a number of 
subsurface anomolies, test pits were excavated in the central 
portion of the facility. During excavation of test pits within 
this anomalous area, fill material, including scrap metal, 
automobile parts, steel cables, styrofoam, sheeting, ceramic 
electrical components, and empty/crushed .'rums were unearthed. 
Near the location of a former truck drivir g school was found a 
disposal area for capacitors manufactured oy CDE, believed to be 
those that failed to meet specifications a \d could not be reused. 
Some of the highest contaminant levels were found in this dumping 
area, as discussed in more detail below. 

Remedial investigative activities performed for 0U2 consisted of 
sampling building floor dust, surface and subsurface soil, 
perched water, drainage system sediment, anc drainage system 
standing water. Groundwater monitoring wells were also installed 
and sampled. There were many chemicals dete :ted in the soils and 
buildings at the former CDE facility. Some t f these chemicals 
occur as natural components of soil and others are present due to 
past activities associated with the Site. PC3s were identified 
as a contaminant of concern in previous inves ".igations that 
started in 1996. "Aroclor" is the trade name given to 
commercially manufactured mixtures of PCBs. }ach different 
mixture is identified with a four digit numbei (e.g., Aroclor-
1254). Aroclors were chosen for evaluation because they, were 
used in the former manufacturing processes at the CDE facility 
and are bioaccumulative and persistent in the environment. The 
Aroclors detected at the industrial park include Aroclor-1242, 
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Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254 and Aroclor-1260. The following 
summarizes the results of previous investigations and the RI for 
0U2. 

Building Floor Dust 

In 1997, EPA's removal program collected a total of 27 wipe 
samples from 12 of the 18 facility buildings, and building 
material samples (dust and concrete chips) from two buildings, 
and analyzed the samples for PCBs, lead, and cadmiiom. Aroclor-
1254, Aroclor-1260, lead, and cadmium contamination were 
identified in all 12 buildings tested. 

Dust samples collected from the 18 facility buildings in the 
summer of 2000, as part of the RI, revealed PCBs in all 18 
buildings, and elevated PCB concentrations (i.e., greater than 
500 ppm) were present in three buildings. Concentrations of 
Aroclor-1254 as high as 8,300 ppm and lead as high as 61,700 ppm 
were measured in the dust samples. Elevated metals 
concentrations were also found in all 18 buildings. For example, 
arsenic, cadmium, chromitim, and mercury were measured in each of 
the buildings at a maximum concentration of 100 ppm, 428 ppm, 894 
ppm, and 24.4 ppm, respectively. A discernible, consistent 
concentration pattern was not generally present for the detected 
metals. 

As part of the soil investigation discussed below, borings were 
drilled through the concrete slabs in each of the buildings and 
soil samples were collected from beneath tl e slab. The intent of 
this effort was to delineate potential shallow and upper 
subsurface soil contamination beneath the northwestern portion of 
the property. The results of this sampling revealed that soils 
beneath the buildings are contaminated with various contaminants. 

Soil 

To investigate the potential source areas anc determine the 
extent of soil contamination for the facility property, surface 
soil samples (i.e., 0 to 2 feet below ground surface) and 
subsurface soil samples (i.e., greater than 2 feet below ground 
surface) were collected. During the RI, 96 sirface soil samples 
and 59 subsurface'soil samples were collected, including samples 
collected from test pits excavated within the central portion of 
the property. i 

PCBs are the most prevalent contaminants found on the property, 
and are present as a result of former CDE facility activities. 
Surface and subsurface soil sample analytical results indicated 
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the presence of PCB compounds in almost all of the samples 
collected (92 percent). Four individual Aroclors (-1242, -1248, 
-1254, and -1260) were detected at the property. Surface soil 
sampling revealed PCB concentrations at a maximum concentration 
of 51,000 ppm. Of the 96 surface soil samples collected during 
the RI, 46 samples had concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 ppm 
and 15 samples had concentrations greater than 500 ppm. 
Subsurface soil sampling revealed PCB concentrations at a maximum 
concentration of 130,000 ppm. Of the 59 subsurface soil samples 
collected during the RI, 16 samples had concentrations of PCBs 
greater than 10 ppm and 8 samples had concentrations of PCBs 
greater than 500 ppm. 

Test pit excavations unearthed capacitors that appeared corroded 
and/or partially burned. In addition, during excavation of test 
pits, white and blue crystalline powder, electrical components, 
and other materials were unearthed. Based on the observed 
presence of capacitors in the test pits and interpretation of the 
geophysical survey, it is estimated that the surface area of 
buried capacitor debris is approximately 51,100 square feet. The 
estimated volume of this capacitor disposal area is 7,500 cubic 
yards. 

Dioxins/Furans 

Due to the presence of charred debris in t.ie test pits and the 
fact that burning PCBs can result in the gt neration of dioxins 
and dibenzofurans, a highly toxic group of contaminants, a 
limited set of soil samples were subjected to. dioxin and furan 
analysis. Although analyzed in only a few .̂ urface and subsu'rface 
soil samples, dioxins and furans were detected during the OU2 RI 
soils investigation. 

• Individual dioxin/furan constituents ra.iged up to 13.5 parts 
per billion (ppb). The maximum concent;ations for the 
dioxin/furan homologs (i.e., compounds vith an equal number 
of chlorine substitutions!) was 52,8 ppb. 

• 2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin) was detected at a naximum 
concentration of 8 ppb. 

PCB Congeners 

Because of the high concentrations of PCBs pre:ent in the soils 
in the southeastern portion of the Site, a limited number of 
surface and subsurface soil samples underwent ECB congener 
analysis. Individual congeners can have a toxicity similar to 
dioxin and, if present in sufficient concentrations, can pose a 
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risk higher than the PCB congeners that lack the chemical 
properties of dioxin. This analysis revealed 3,3',4,4'-
tetrachlorobiphenyl, a dioxin-like congener, at a maximum 
concentration of 2,200 ppm. 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Elevated concentrations (i.e., up to ppm levels) of chlorinated 
VOCs in both the subsurface soil and the perched water within 
and/or immediately adjacent to areas with elevated concentrations 
of PCB constituents in the soils have likely contributed to the 
leaching and solubilization of the PCB constituents through co-
solvency effects. 

• Surface soil sampling revealed trichloroethene (TCE) 
contamination at a maximum concentration of 47 ppm. 
Subsurface soil sampling revealed TCE contamination at a 
maximum concentration of 33 ppm at a depth of three feet. 

Elevated levels of cis-1,2-DCE; trans-1,2-DCE; 1,1-DCE; 
tetrachloroethene (PCE); TCE; vinyl chloride; methylene 
chloride; 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene; and 1,2-dichloropropane 
were also detected in soils. 

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) 

Elevated concentrations of SVOCs, main.ly polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) (up to 1,554 ppm tctal PAHs), were 
detected in soils. 

Pesticide Compounds 

• Nineteen pesticides were detected across the facility 
property. 

Aldrin, dieldrin, and 4,4'-DDE were detected at maximum 
concentrations of 1,100 ppm, 520 ppm, anc 1,200 ppm, 
respectively. ' 

Inorganic Compounds 

• Elevated concentrations of 23 different metals were detected 
across the facility property. 

• Arsenic and lead were detected at maximum concentrations of 
1,060 ppm and 52,600 ppm, respectively. 
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Facility Drainage System 

As part of the RI, an investigation of the facility drainage 
system was conducted to determine the level of contamination in 
the drainage system and to determine the potential for the system 
to be a source and/or facilitate the transport of contamination. 

Dye testing indicated that the facility drainage system is 
connected to outfalls that discharge to the Bound Brook. The 
existing facility drainage system sends surface water runoff from 
the industrial park to the Bound Brook. The investigation also 
revealed that floor drains located within the buildings at the 
industrial park are connected to this facility drainage system. 

PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and metals were detected in 
sediment and standing water samples collected from the catch 
basins. The Site stabilization measures (i.e., paving and silt 
fencing) that were implemented by the property owner in 1997 have 
mitigated the potential for Site contaminants to reach the Bound 
Brook through overland runoff and through the facility drainage 
system. However, this migration route continues to remain a 
potential threat. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the Hamilton 
Industrial Park at depths ranging from 32 feet to 62 feet, with 
groundwater found at approximately 35 feet b-;low ground surface 
(bgs), in the bedrock unit. Based on the investigation conducted 
to date, groundwater flow is to the northwest (see Appendix 'I, 
Figure 3). Sampling results revealed that gr )undwater at the 
Site is very highly contaminated with VOCs an^ PCBs, with PCBs 
likely present as a result of high VOC conten- and cosolvency 
effects. Concentrations of TCE as high as 12C,000 ppb and PCBs 
as high as 84 ppb were measured: in the grounds iter samples. 

Water encountered in the overburden soil and w<.'athered bedrock 
intervals during the RI was sampled to characti;rize potential 
source areas, to evaluate potential zones of contamination, and 
to identify potential contamination migration pathways. PCBs, 
PCB congeners, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and metals were detected 
at elevated concentrations in the perched water sampled during 
excavation of the test pits and installation of the groundwater 
monitoring wells. 

The horizontal and vertical extent of groundwater contamination 
has not been determined because all of the existing monitoring 
wells have been installed within the industrial park and these 
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wells indicate a plume of VOC contamination moving away from the 
Site to the northwest. Additional groundwater monitoring wells 
will be installed to adequately characterize flow conditions and 
the extent of contamination. The results of this additional work 
will be considered in a subsequent RI/FS for groundwater. 

Soils at the industrial park contaminated with PCBs and VOCs 
appear to be an ongoing source of groundwater contamination. 
Metals found at elevated levels in soils were not found in the 
groundwater and, therefore, the presence of metals contamination 
in facility soils does not appear to be a continuing groundwater 
threat. Appendix II, Table 11 identifies groundwater 
contaminants found in monitoring wells on the Site, including 
their frequency of detection and maximum concentrations detected. 

Cultural Resources Assessment 

In May 2003, a Stage lA Cultural Resource Investigation was 
performed pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 47. Based on this Stage lA 
Investigation, it has been determined that many buildings at the 
Hamilton Industrial Park have the potential to be eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The NRHP 
eligibility would derive primarily from the activities of the 
Spicer Manufacturing Corporation, and its sui'-cessor, Dana 
Corporation. 

The first major industry within South Plainfi* Id began in 1912 
with the construction of the Spicer Manufactu: ing Corporation 
plant on the site of the existing Hamilton Inc istrial Park. 'The 
company's founder, Clarence Spicer, designed t.ie "universal 
joint" transmission while he was an engineering student at 
Cornell University and received a patent in 19C3. Until the 
company's departure to Ohio in the late 1920's, the Spicer 
Manufacturing Corporation manufactured the universal joint, an 
essential drive-shaft component of automobiles, at this facility. 
As a result of these findings, it has been recoi.mended that 
standing structures at the Hamilton Industrial Fark should be 
recorded for the New Jersey Historic Preservatio.i Office (NJHPO) 
and evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. Although th<; standing 
structures probably do not meet NRHP-criteria ba^ed on 
architectural integrity, the structures at the Hsiiilton 
Industrial Park should be evaluated for historical significance. 

Cultural resources survey maps from NJHPO indicat.' that 
archeological sites, as well as many lithic scatt(;rs, have been 
identified along the banks of the Bound Brook. Prehistoric 
settlement patterns were highly focused over more than 8,000 
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years along the wetland margins of the stream terraces along the 
Bound Brook. As part of archeological investigations unrelated 
to EPA's work, one prehistoric site has been identified at the 
facility property along the north bank of the Bound Brook. Five 
prehistoric sites were identified in the general vicinity of the 
former CDE facility, and a large prehistoric site was excavated 
to the east of the facility property. 

The facility property was identified as the location for an early 
19"" century sawmill. The NJHPO files indicate that the Brooklyn 
Mills historic mill complex (circa 1702) was formerly located in 
South Plainfield, and in 1974, surviving foundations were 
nominated for the NRHP; however, no action was taken to list the 
property. A blacksmith shop (circa 1895) and the destroyed 
Randolph Burial Ground (circa 1790) were located north of the 
Site. 

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES 

Site Uses: Currently, the Hamilton Industrial Park is zoned for 
commercial/industrial use. Based upon discussions with the 
Borough of South Plainfield, EPA does not expect the zoning of 
this property to change in the near future. In December 2001, 
the Borough of South Plainfield adopted a reiolution designating 
the Hamilton Industrial Park (0U2) and certai.i properties in the 
vicinity of the industrial park as a "Redevelcpment Area" 
pursuant to the New Jersey Local Redevelopment and Housing Law. 
South Plainfield retained a plajining consultan : to prepare a 
redevelopment plan for the designated area, anc' on July 15, 2002, 
the Borough of South Plainfield approved the redevelopment p'lan. 
The redevelopment plan does not require re-zoni.ig of the 
industrial park. 

Resource Uses: The industrial park consists of eoproximately 26 
acres. A portion of this area is"-federally-desi ̂ nated wetlands. 
EPA is using the 500-year flood line as a natural, boundary to 
determine the extent of soil remediation under this action. 
Approximately six of the facility's 2 6 acres are within the 500-
year floodplain; the remaining 20 acres are being addressed in 
this 0U2. Low-lying wetlands will be addressed a^ part of a 
subsequent operable unit that addresses the Bound Brook sediments 
and adjacent wetlands areas. However, approximately 0.32 acres 
of wetlands are associated with 0U2. Groundwater and surface 
water in the area are both current and potential fature sources 
of drinking water. The groundwater"beneath the fa:ility property 
is classified by NJDEP as Class IIA, a potential source of 
drinking water, and potable water wells for the Middlesex Water 
Company and the Elizabethtown Water Company facility are located 
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within four miles of the Site. EPA is currently evaluating the 
potential for the Site to adversely impact the groundwater. 
Groundwater will be addressed in a subsequent operable unit for 
the Site. 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

As part of the RI/FS for 0U2, EPA conducted a baseline risk 
assessment to estimate the current and future effects of 
contaminants in soils and buildings on human health and the 
environment. A baseline risk assessment is an analysis of the 
potential adverse human health and ecological effects caused by 
releases of hazardous substance from a site in the absence of any 
actions or controls to mitigate such releases, under current and 
future land uses. The industrial park is bounded by residential, 
commercial, and municipal properties, the Bound Brook, and the 
former Lehigh Valley Railroad, Perth Amboy Branch (presently 
Conrail). The industrial park is currently zoned for 
commercial/industrial use. According to the Borough of South 
Plainfield, it is anticipated that the future land use for the 
industrial park will be commercial/industrial. The baseline risk 
assessment includes a human health risk assessment and an 
ecological risk assessment. 

Hiiman Health Risk Assessment 

The Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHF^) focused on 
current and future health effects (e.g., cancer risks and non-
cancer health hazards) to both adolescent trespassers (ages 10 to 
18 years) and adults in an industrial setting. The industri3,l 
scenario, in the absence of institutional contro .s, included 
potential trespassing onto the Site by adolescenvs and on-site 
indoor workers, outdoor workers, and constructior workers. The 
BHHRA estimated cancer risks and non-cancer healta hazards from 
the Site in the absence of any actions or control 3 to mitigate 
such releases. Exposures that could result from i:urrent and 
future direct contact with contaminated soil (surface and 
subsurface) and indoor dust, such as incidental irgestion, dermal 
contact, and inhalation of contaminants in air fron particulates 
and vapor intrusion, were evaluated;in the BHHRA. 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human 
health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: 

1) I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of Chemicals of Concern - identifies the 
contaminants of concern at the Site based on severa.i. factors such 
as contaminant toxicity, frequency of occurrence, ai.d 
concentration. 
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2) Exposure Assessment - estimates the magnitude of actual and/or 
potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these 
exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated soil or 
inhaling particulates) by which humans are potentially exposed. 

3) T o x i c i t y Assessment - determines the types of adverse health 
effects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship 
between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse 
effects (response). 

4) Risk C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n - summarizes and combines outputs of the 
exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative 
assessment of site-related cancer risks and non-cancer health 
hazards and the associated uncertainties. 

Identification of Chemicals of Concern 

There were many chemicals detected in the soils and building dust 
at the former CDE facility. Some of these chemicals occur as 
natural components of soil and others are present due to past 
activities associated with the Site. 

PCBs were identified as a contaminant of concern (COC) in 
previous investigations that started in 1996, "Aroclor" is the 
trade name given to commercially-manufactured mixtures of PCBs. 
Each different commercial mixture is identified with a four digit 
number (e.g., Aroclor-1254). Aroclors were chosen for evaluation 
because they were used in the former manufactu..ing processes at 
the CDE facility and are bioaccumulative and persistent in the 
environment. The Aroclors detected at the indu.strial park '. 
include Aroclor-1242, Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-125- and Aroclor-
1260. In addition, PCB congener data was also collected and used 
to determine cancer risks associated with dioxin-like PCBs. 
Other COCs that were identified include, but are not limited to: 
dioxins, furans, VOCs (such as benzene, 1,1-DCE, PCE, TCE, vinyl 
chloride), SVOCs and pesticides (such as aldrin, dieldrin, 4,4'-
DDT, gamma chlordane and heptachldr epoxide), PAI s (such as 
benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, and dibenzc(a,h)anthracene) 
and inorganics (such as arsenic and lead) . To de ".ermine what 
chemicals were of concern at the Site, each chemi(:al detected was 
compared against criteria that included potential toxicity, 
frequency of detection, historical Use at the Site., and 
exceedance of risk-based screening criteria. The COCs and the 
range of detected concentrations at' the Site are i<lentified in 
Appendix II, Table 1. 

The exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for the CĈ Cs, by media, 
are presented in Appendix II, Table 1. The EPCs are the 
estimated concentrations in surface and subsurface soil, soil 
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vapors (based on modeling) and dust on indoor surfaces, at the 
point of human contact, and are used in the exposure assessment 
component of the quantitative risk evaluation. The EPCs 
represent current and future exposure locations. 

For the purpose of the BHHRA, the facility property was divided 
into two areas, denoted Area A (generally the western, developed 
part of the property) and Area B (generally the eastern, 
undeveloped part of the property), reflecting the historical 
property usage. The data was subsequently subdivided by type: 
surface soil, all soil (surface soil combined with subsurface 
soil samples) and building dust samples, resulting in a total of 
five data sets. 

The statistical analysis identified a number of data points that 
were considered statistical outliers within the data sets. 
Therefore, for those data sets, one chemical-specific point EPC 
was calculated including the outliers and another EPC was 
calculated excluding the outliers to provide the range of EPCs 
that are used in the calculation of risks. (The results are 
discussed below in the section on risk characterization.) 

Exposure Assessment 

Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the BHHRA is a 
baseline risk assessment and therefore, assumes., no remediation 
to control or mitigate hazardous substance releases and no 
institutional controls. Cancer risks and non-c.'mcer hazard 
indices were calculated based on an estimate of the reasonable 
maximum exposure (RME) expected to occur under current and feature 
conditions at the industrial park. The RME is defined as the 
highest exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at a site. 
EPA also estimated cancer risks and non-cancer hezard indices 
based on central tendency, or average, exposures at the Site. 

The CDE facility is bounded by residential, commercial, and 
municipal properties. Based on the identified cu:;rent and 
potential future land uses, the populations most likely to be 
exposed are: -

• Current youth trespasser (ages 10 to 18 ;;ears) and 
outdoor Site workers exposed to surface soil; 

• Current/future indoor Site workers exposed to building 
dust and Site soils and potentially, through soil vapor 
intrusion to VOCs; 

• Future youth trespasser (10 to 18 years) ĵ xposed to 
surface and subsurface soil; and 

• Future outdoor Site worker and constructicn worker 
exposed to surface and subsurface soil. 
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The Conceptual Site Model that includes the.rationale for 
inclusion or exclusion of exposure pathways is provided in 
Appendix II, Table 2. 

Toxicity Assessment 

The toxicity assessment determines the types of adverse health 
effects potentially associated with exposures to contaminants at 
the Site and the relationship between the magnitude of exposure 
(dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). 

Toxicity data for the human health risk assessment were obtained 
from EPA's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), EPA's 
consensus database for toxicity information. In the absence of 
an IRIS value, toxicity information was obtained from the EPA's 
Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) with updates by 
EPA's National Center for Environmental Assessment, as 
appropriate. Chemicals lacking toxicity values were evaluated 
qualitatively. The toxicity values and sources of toxicity 
values are presented in Appendix II, Table 3 (chronic non-cancer 
toxicity data summary including the Reference Dose and Reference 
Concentrations and associated critical effects) and Table 4 
(cancer toxicity data summary including Weight of Evidence and 
Cancer Slope Factors). 

Consistent with guidance provided in the 1996 reassessment of the 
cancer toxicity of PCBs, separate analyses were conducted for 
dioxin-like PCBs and non-dioxin-like PCBs and the results of 
these analyses are provided in the Tables, In ad̂ iition, can'cer 
risks were also calculated for tota-1 PCBs. The risks from total 
PCBs are presented in the tables and were used to calculate the 
total cancer risks. The results of'the analysis o: the dioxin-
like and non-dioxin-like PCBs are also presented i;i the Tables. 

> 

For the dioxin-assessment, the BHHRA evaluated the risks from 
exposure to mixtures of PCDDs and PCDFs based on their predicted 
toxicity relative to 2,3,7,8-TCDD. The concept of Toxicity 
Equivalence Factors (TEFs) was also applied. The Wcrid Health 
Organization TEFs, identified in EPA'*.s draft Dioxin Reassessment 
were used in the calculation of the dioxin TEFs. 

At the time of the toxicity assessment in 2002, lead was 
evaluated based on the range of conceritrations identi fied using 
default parameters in the Adult Lead Model (i.e., 75C to 17,500 
ppm). At the time of the assessment, the average value of 1,250 
ppm was used as a comparison value for the average lead 
concentrations found in soil. 
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Risk Characterization 

The BHHRA estimates the potential cancer risks and non-cancer 
health hazards to human health if no remedial action occurs. A 
more detailed discussion of the baseline risk assessment can be 
found in Section 6 of the RI. 

For carcinogens, risks are generally expressed as the incremental 
probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as 
a result of exposure to a carcinogen. Excess lifetime cancer 
risk is calculated from the following equation: 

Risk = GDI X CSF 

where: Risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 1 x 10"* or 
one in 10,000) of an individual's developing 
cancer 

CDI = Chronic Daily Intake averaged over 70 years 
(mg/kg-day) 

CSF = Cancer Slope Factor, expressed as 
(mg/kg-day)'^ 

These risks are probabilities that usually are e-:pressed in 
scientific notation (such as 1 x lO"*) . An excesc lifetime 
cancer risk of 1 x 10"̂  indicates that one additional incidence 
of cancer may occur in a population of 10,000 people who are 
exposed under the exposure conditions identified ; n the BHHRA. 
As stated in the NCP, the acceptable risk range for site-rel'sted 
exposures is 10'̂  to 10"̂  (or one in 10,000 to one i i a million). 

Results of the risk assessment indicate that the ce icer risk 
estimates were above the risk range for current anc; future 
trespassers, current and future Siteeworkers (indoo- and' 
outdoor), and future construction workers, from the contaminated 
soils and building dust. For example, results of tie risk 
assessment indicate that the cancer risk estimates for the 
current trespasser and outdoor Site worker from the :ontaminated 
soils in the eastern portion of the Site (including he 
outliers), identified as Area B in the BHHRA, are 6.1. x 10"̂  and 
2.4 X lO'S respectively. The cancer risks for the trespasser and 
outdoor worker from the contaminated soils in Area B, not 
including the risk associated with dioxin-like and noi-dioxin-
like PCBs, are 3.6 x 10'̂  and 1.4 x 10"̂ , respectively. The 
cancer risk estimate for the future trespasser and ouv.door Site 
worker from the contaminated soils in Area B (includirg the 
outliers) are 6.0 x 10'̂  and 2.4 x lO'S respectively. The cancer 
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risk estimated for the future construction worker from the 
contaminated soils in Area B (including the outliers) is 2.8 x 
10"̂ . The cancer risks for the future construction worker in 
Area B, not including the risk associated with dioxin-like and 
non-dioxin-like PCBs, is 3.0 x 10"^ 

Results of the risk assessment indicate that the cancer risk 
estimates are within the acceptable risk range for the current 
and future indoor Site worker in Area A (1.2 x 10'̂ ) . In 
addition, the cancer risk estimates are within the acceptable 
risk range for the future construction worker (1.8 x 10'̂ ) when 
evaluating exposure to both the surface and subsurface soil in 
Area A (without the outliers). The RME calculated risks outside 
EPA's acceptable risk range for each of the populations evaluated 
in the BHHRA are presented in Appendix II, Table 5. The central 
tendency exposure-calculated risks are presented in Appendix II, 
Table 6. These risk estimates are based on current reasonable 
maximum exposure scenarios and were developed by taking into 
account default exposure assumptions about the frequency and 
duration of an individual's exposure to the surface and 
subsurface soils, building dust, as well as the toxicity of the 
contaminants of concern. 

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by 
comparing an exposure level over a chronic time period of seven 
years or more, with a reference dose (RfD) derivec for a similar 
exposure period. An RfD represents a level that a \ individual 
may be exposed to that is not expected to cause any deleterious 
health effects. The ratio of the exposure dose to the reference 
dose is called a Hazard Quotient (HQ) , An HQ of less than ot: 
equal to 1 indicates that the exposure dose is less than or equal 
to the RfD, and that noncarcinogenic health effects are unlikely 
to occur. The Hazard Index for an exposure pathway Is generated 
by summing the HQs for all chemicals of concern for i singular 
pathway and across pathways of exposure. An HI of 1 :ss than or 
equal to 1 indicates that noncarcinogenic health efft cts are 
unlikely to occur. A Hazard Index of greater than 1 indicates 
the likelihood that site-related exposures may result in 
noncarcinogenic health effects. '' 

i 
The HQ is calculated as follows: 

HQ = CDI/RfD 

where: HQ = hazard quotient 
CDI = chronic daily intake (mg/kg-day) 
RfD = reference dose (mg/kg-day) 

18 

500025 



In the evaluation of non-cancer human health hazards, EPA found 
that the.non-cancer Hazard Indices for the future trespasser and 
the outdoor Site worker from the contaminated soils in Area B, 
the eastern portion of the Site (including the outliers), are 
1,100 and 1,700, respectively. The non-cancer Hazard Index for 
the future construction worker from the contaminated soils in 
Area B is 3,800. The non-cancer Hazard Index for the current and 
future indoor Site worker is 150. The non-cancer Hazard Index 
for the future construction worker when evaluating exposure to 
both the surface and subsurface soil in Area A is 21. This 
information is presented in Appendix II, Tables 7 and 8. The 
calculated Hazard Indices for each of the receptors evaluated all 
exceed EPA's goal of protection of 1. 

The evaluation of lead indicated an average concentration of 
11,000 ppm in soil in Area A and an average indoor dust 
concentration of 5,248 ppm, exceeding the average concentration 
of 1,250 ppm recommended based on default values calculated using 
the Adult Lead Model. 

Uncertainties 

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this 
evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide 
variety of uncertainties. In general, the main sor.rces of 
uncertainty include: 

environmental chemistry sampling and analysis; 
environmental parameter measurement; 
fate and transport modeling; 
exposure parameter estimation; and 
toxicological data. 

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part -"rom the 
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the mudia 
sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to 
the actual levels present. For example, the small nun̂ oer of soil 
samples for certain analytes (i.e., dio.j;cins/furans) or media 
(i.e., surface soil in Area A) limited the amount of data 
available for use in the risk assessment. Confidence :n risk 
estimates typically increases with increasing sample s:ze. 
Incorporation of more data may increase, decrease, or have no 
effect on risk estimates. 

Environmental chemistry analysis error can stem from several 
sources including the errors inherent in•the analytical methods 
and characteristics of the matrix being sampled. 
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Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates 
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with 
the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such 
exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the 
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of 
exposure. During the evaluation of chemicals found in Site 
soils, the statistical analysis identified a number of data 
points that were considered statistical outliers. To calculate 
an EPC, a statistical analysis of the upper confidence limit on 
the mean was conducted based on the full data set including the 
outliers and a second EPC was calculated using a data set that 
excluded the outliers. In most cases, the data set with outliers 
contributed significantly to the calculated non-cancer health 
hazards and cancer risks. Both EPC data sets, including outliers 
and excluding outliers, were used to calculate the non-cancer 
health hazards and cancers risks. As a result, the risk 
assessment provides ranges of risks and hazards to the Site 
receptors. 

In order to reduce the uncertainty associated with models used in 
the risk assessment, site-specific parameters were used, where 
applicable. For example, the Johnson and Ettinger Model for 
subsurface vapor intrusion to buildings was used to evaluate the 
soil-to-indoor-air pathway. This model is considered to be 
conservative and may overestimate the levels of COCr in the 
indoor air. However, site-specific parameters were used in the 
model, where available, reducing the level of uncertainty 
associated with this model. 

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating bioth 
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of .-ixposure, as 
well as in the difficulties of assessing the toxicity of a 
mixture of chemicals. For example, due to the high 
concentrations of PCBs and the resultant high Hazard C'Jotient and 
Hazard Index values, there is uncertainty associated w.'.ch the 
estimated Hazard Quotient and Hazard Inĉ ex values, prinarily due 
to potential unknown dose-response mechanisms at these 
concentrations. However, although the l̂ azard may be o\'er- or 
underestimated, the magnitude of exceeda,nce of EPA's beichmark of 
acceptable non-cancer hazard indicates the likelihood of non-
cancer health effects associated with incdustrial exposui e to Site 
soils. 

The toxicity values used in the risk assessment represenc the 
most current values recommended by EPA. The uncertainti 2S 
surrounding the cancer slope factor estimates extend in .-̂oth 
directions (i.e., possible underestimate or overestimate of 
cancer potency factors). The cancer slope factors represent 
plausible upper bound estimates, which mean that the EPA is 
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reasonably confident that the actual cancer risks will not exceed 
the estimated risk calculated using the cancer slope factor, but 
it may be lower. 

Therefore, these uncertainties are addressed by making health 
protective assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters 
throughout the assessment. More specific information concerning 
public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the 
degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is 
presented in the risk assessment report, which is part of the 
Aciministrative Record for the Site. 

Ecological Risk Assessment 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related 
ecological risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario: 

1 ) Problem Formulat ion - a qualitative evaluation of contaminant 
release, migration, and fate; identification of contaminants of 
concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecological 
effects of the contaminants; and selection of endpoints for 
further study. 

2) Exposure Assessment - a quantitative evaluation c f contaminant 
release, migration, and fate; characterization of ex.-)OSure 
pathways and receptors; and measurement or estimatior of exposure 
point concentrations. 

3) Eco log ica l E f f e c t s Assessment - literature reviews, field 
studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant concentrations 
to effects on ecological receptors. 

4) Risk C h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n - measurement Or estimation o: both 
current and future adverse effects. 

An ecological risk assessment (ERA) was performed at th : former 
CDE facility. The objective of the ERA vas to assess potential 
risks to terrestrial receptors from contaminants found ct the 
Site. The ecological assessment consisted of a number c? field 
investigations including a wetland investigation, a terrestrial 
and aquatic habitat characterization, a wildlife survey, and a 
floodplain assessment. In addition, an evaluation of documented 
endangered and threatened species in the vicinity of the former 
CDE facility was conducted. The ecological risk assessment 
considered the facility soils as the primary medium of concern. 
Although no significant habitat for ecological receptors \̂ as 
identified in the developed portion of the facility, the 
undeveloped portion of the industrial park was deemed to support 
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a diverse assemblage of wildlife and as representing significant 
.habitat for ecological receptors. Based on the ERA, ecological 
receptors associated with the undeveloped areas of the facility 
property may be at excess risk from site-related contaminants. 
An ERA for the Bound Brook will be conducted as part of the 
operable unit that includes surface water and associated 
wetlands. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) are specific goals to protect 
human health and the environment. These objectives are based on 
available information and standards such as applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and risk-based 
levels established in the risk assessment. 

The following remedial action objectives for contaminated soils 
and buildings will address the human health risks and 
environmental concerns at the former CDE facility: 

• Reduce or eliminate exposure to contaminated soils and 
building material to levels that are protective of 
commercial or industrial use, and protective of the 
environment; 

• Prevent/minimize migration of contamination to t le Bound 
Brook from surface soils; and 

• Reduce or eliminate the migration of Site contami lants from 
soil and debris to the groundwater. 

In evaluating how best to achieve these RAOs, the plann-id 
redevelopment contemplated by the Borough of South Plai. ifield is 
a significant consideration. The Borough of South Plai] field has 
communicated its intention to pursue the redevelopment c f the 
former CDE facility for commercial/retail-uses, and EPA 'las 
developed Remediation Goals that would be protective under a 
current-use scenario and a redevelopment Scenario, but taat would 
not allow for unrestricted use of the property (e.g., retidential 
use would not be contemplated). 

EPA's August 1990 guidance entitled "A guide on Remedial Actions 
at Superfund Sites with PCB contamination"--recommends a c. eanup 
goal between 10 - 25 ppm for commercial/industrial properties. 
For this Site, EPA has selected a Remediation Goal of 10 ppm for 
PCBs for direct contact with soils. The State of New Jersey has 
developed a State-wide non-residential direct contact soil 
cleanup criterion for PCBs of 2 ppm for commercial/industrj.al 
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properties, which is a "To Be Considered" criterion. EPA has 
evaluated the extent of surface soil PCB contamination at the CDE 
Site and estimates that 96 percent of the surface soil exceeds 
NJDEP's 2 ppm cleanup criteria, whereas 92 percent of the Site 
surface area exceeds EPA's 10 ppm cleanup goal. This very small 
difference in area, coupled with the comprehensive redevelopment 
plans proposed by the Borough, indicate that a remedy preventing 
direct contact with contaminated soil using EPA's 10 ppm 
Remediation Goal would be adecjuately protective to NJDEP's more 
stringent 2 ppm criterion. 

The RI concluded that the Site poses a potential threat of off-
site contaminant migration to the Bound Brook through surface 
run-off or the existing drainage system, but not through 
subsurface or groundwater migration. Thus, remedies addressing 
surface soils would also require measures to manage/prevent off-
site migration to the Bound Brook. 

EPA has identified principal threat wastes at the CDE Site: soils 
and debris contaminated with elevated levels of PCBs and VOCs 
that act as "source materials" because this material contains 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants that are 
considered a reservoir for migration of contamination to 
groundwater. Principal threat wastes are those sourco materials 
considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally 
cannot be reliably contained or would present a signif.cant risk 
to human health or the environment should exposure occir. 

EPA's 1990 PCB guidance states that principal threats will 
include contaminated soils at concentrations greater thin or, 
equal to 500 ppm PCBs at commercial or industrial sites, and EPA 
has identified this as the principal threat Remediation loal for 
soils at the Site. New Jersey has also developed an imp. ct-to-
groundwater cleanup criterion for VOCs in soils, which El A has 
identified as a Remediation Goal for the Site to address soils 
that may act as a continuing source of groundwater contamiination. 

EPA's April 1998 guidance entitled "ApproacJh for Addressii.g 
Dioxin in Soil at CERCLA and RCRA Sites" recommends that, for 
commercial/industrial exposure scenarios, a- range of 5 ppt to 20 
ppb (TEQs) should generally be used as a starting point fo-
setting Remediation Goals for sites with dioxin in surface soil. 
Very limited dioxin testing has been performed to date, am 
additional testing will be required to confirm that dioxin is a 
concern at the Site. For this Site, EPA has selected a 
Remediation Goal of 5 ppb for dioxin in soils. 

While other contaminants, such as arsenic and lead, were 
identified in the risk assessment as incremental contributors to 
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the direct contact risks posed by the Site, EPA has not 
identified specific Remediation Goals for these other 
contaminants because the primary risk driver, PCBs, is ubiquitous 
across the Site, and EPA expects that remedies that adequately 
address the risks posed by PCBs will also address these other 
contaminants. 

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA requires that each remedial.alternative be protective of 
human health and the environment, be cost effective, comply with 
other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. In addition, 
CERCLA includes a preference for the use of treatment as a 
principal element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility or 
volume of hazardous substances. 

CERCLA requires that if a remedial action is selected that 
results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
remaining at a site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure, EPA must review the action no less often 
than every five years after initiation of the action. In 
addition, institutional controls (e.g., a deed notice, an 
easement or a covenant) to limit the use of portions ot the 
property may be required. These use restrictions are d: scussed 
in each alternative as appropriate. The decision as to what kind 
of restriction is needed may need to wait until after-co.ipletion 
of the remedial alternative selected in the ROD. Consis' ent with 
expectations set out in the NCP, none of the remedial ' • 
alternatives evaluated for 0U2 rely exclusively on institational 
controls to achieve protectiveness. The time frames belo ' for 
construction do not include the time for remedial design c r the 
time to procure contracts. 

The remedial alternatives evaluated for 0U2-.were limited f jr 
several reasons. For example, although several different iiethods 
are available to decontaminate PCB-contaminated building svrfaces 
(i.e., vacuum/pressure wash, acid etch, scarification and 
wipe/solvent wash), these methods were evaluated as a single 
alternative to allow the parties performing the work the 
flexibility to select the most appropriate method based on the 
specific conditions encountered in each of the buildings. 

Due to the chemical and physical heterogeneity of the 
contaminated soil, the alternatives that could permanently 
address the facility soil were limited. Chemical characteristics 
of the soil include PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Physical • 
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characteristics of the soil include the presence of man-made fill 
(gravel, cinders, ash, slag) and debris (brick, glass fragments, 
wood, metal fragments, capacitors). Since principal threat 
wastes are associated with 0U2, treatment of the contaminated 
soil was considered as a principal element of some of the 
alternatives developed for 0U2. 

Common Elements 

Several of the soil alternatives include common components. 
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 require the excavation of the 
capacitor disposal area and off-site disposal of approximately 
7,500 cubic yards of soil and debris found therein (see Appendix 
I, Figure 4). Although the capacitor disposal area poses a 
principal threat, treatment of all of the excavated debris was 
not considered because of the nature of the waste, which is 
primarily debris, and not amenable to treatment. The Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA) and the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) are federal laws that mandate procedures for 
managing, treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of 
hazardous substances. The excavated soil and debris from the 
capacitor disposal area, with PCB concentrations greater than 50 
ppm would be transported to a TSCA landfill. Any other 
contaminated soils that are transported off-site for dî jposal 
would be subject to RCRA disposal regulations. 

Since contaminants will remain in soil above levels that would 
allow for unrestricted use. Alternatives S-2 through S-5 all 
require that institutional controls be employed to ensure that 
any future Site activities will be performed with knowled'/e b-f 
the Site conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of the 
property. In addition, since Alternatives S-1 through S-5 result 
in contaminants remaining on-site, a review of the Site at least 
every 5 years will be required. The anticipated future usc-s for 
the industrial park being considered by the Borough of Soufi 
Plainfield are consistent with the future-use scenario 
incorporated in Alternatives S-2 through S-5. 

Alternatives S-3 through S-5 require contaminated soils 
containing less than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs to be 
capped with a multi-layer cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part o' the 
Site consisting of structures, parking areas and walkways, m.de 
with hard materials) could be used in place of capping. 

Due to the limited dioxin data collected at the Site, 
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 would require additional soil 
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sampling to determine if dioxins and furans would need to be 
addressed independent of the PCB contamination. 

Some of the structures at the industrial park have the potential 
to qualify as historic properties because of the activities of 
the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a result, further 
investigation must be performed to determine if the on-site 
structures qualify as historic properties. Since all of the 
active remedial alternatives would affect the structures to some 
degree, if any structure qualifies as an historic property, it 
will be necessary to develop an approach to mitigate the effects 
of the remedial action. It is expected that such an approach 
would involve performing additional historical research and 
recordation of the structures. 

Based on the results of the Stage lA Cultural Resource 
Investigation, the southeastern portion of the facility property 
may contain former land surfaces and associated cultural 
resources that relate to pre-historic and/or early historic time 
periods. Alternatives S-2 through S-5 may expose or disturb 
archeological/cultural resources that may be eligible for the 
NRHP. If eligible subsurface archeological sites are discovered 
within the facility property, and the remedial alternt'tive will 
affect these significant properties, than an approach, such as 
data recovery, would be developed to resolve or mitigate the 
effects of the remedial action. 

Because the Borough of South Plainfield's-redevelopment Dlans 
anticipate commercial reuse of the property, EPA conside ̂ ed the 
potential for vapor intrusion of VOCs from residual 
contamination. EPA concluded that vapor intrusion may pc )e a-
human health concern under various future-use scenarios. While 
EPA expects that Alternatives S-2 through S-5 would substantially 
reduce the potential for vapor intrusion, vapor mitigatior 
systems would need to be evaluated for on-sdte buildings under 
any of the remedial alternatives for soils.' 

Remedial alternatives for 0U2 soils are presented below: 

Alternative S-1: No Action 

Capital Cost: $0 
Annual Operation and Maintenance: $0 
Present Worth: $0 
Estimated Construction Time frame: iione 

Regulations governing the Superfund program generally require 
that the "no action" alternative be evaluated to establish a 
baseline for comparison. Under this alternative, EPA would take 
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no action at the Hamilton Industrial Park to prevent exposure to 
the soil contamination and the contaminated soil would be left in 
place. Existing temporary measures (i.e., paving and fencing) 
would provide limited protectiveness, if maintained. 
Redevelopment of the industrial park would pose a high risk of 
direct contact exposure to construction workers and future users, 
and may exacerbate off-site contaminant migration. 

Alternative S-2: Excavation/Off-Site DisoosaiyInstitutional 
Controls 

Capital Cost: $111,000,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $124,000 
Present Worth: $114,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 2 years 

This alternative consists of the excavation of soils containing 
PCBs at concentrations greater than 10 ppm and contaminated soils 
that exceed New Jersey's Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup 
Criteria (IGWSCC) for contaminants other than PCBs. Under this 
alternative, an estimated 278,500 cubic yards of contaminated 
soil would be excavated and transported off-site for proper 
disposal at a RCRA or TSCA-regulated landfill, as appropriate, 
based on the concentrations of PCBs in the excavated soils (see 
Appendix I, Figure 5). This would include an estimated "̂ ,500 
cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris from the capacitor 
disposal areas that would be excavated and transported off-site 
for disposal. If necessary, in.order to meet the requireiients of 
the disposal facilities, contaminated soil would be treated prior 
to land disposal using a technology from among the range cf ' • 
technologies identified in the 0U2 Feasibility Study. 

Post-excavation sampling would be performed to confirm that the 
specified cleanup levels have been achieved.'" Any cleanup level 
exceedances detected during the post-excavation confirmator / 
sampling would result in additional excavation, treatment (. f 
necessary), and off-site disposal. Once excavation activities 
had been completed, the excavations would be backfilled with 
clean soil or non-contaminated on-site soils that had been 
excavated (i.e., soils excavated to reach contaminated soils at 
depth) and the surface would be paved and/or vegetated based on 
the planned future uses. ^ 

Alternative S-2 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs 
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestricted 
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls would be 
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be 
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and 
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implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and to 
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property. 

Alternative S-3: "Principal Threat" Excavation; Off-Site 
Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional 
Controls 

Capital Cost: $58,000,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $560,000 
Present Worth: $72,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 1 to 2 years 
This alternative consists of the excavation of soils containing 
PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated • 
soils that exceed New Jersey's IGWSCC for contaminants other than 
PCBs. Under this alternative, an estimated 114,500 cubic yards 
of contaminated soil would be excavated and transported off-site 
for proper disposal at a TSCA-regulated landfill (see Appendix I, 
Figure 6). This amount would include an estimated 7,500 cubic 
yards of contaminated soil and debris from the capacitor disposal 
areas that would be excavated and transported off-site for 
disposal. If necessary, in order to meet the requirem.ents of the 
disposal facilities, contaminated soil would be treated prior to 
land disposal using a technology from among the range of 
technologies identified in the 0U2 Feasibility Study. 

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater than 
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-lai'er 
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of 
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard materials) 
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be capped 
would be approximately 20 acres. 

In some instances, contaminated soil could be- re-used on-site. 
For example, soil with contaminant concentrations below the 
specified cleanup levels that had been excavated to remove mc re 
contaminated soil located at depth might be reused as fill urder 
the multi-layer cap. 

Alternative S-3 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs 
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestricted 
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls would '̂e 
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be 
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and 
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and 1o 
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property. 

28 

500035 



Alternative S-4: Soil Vapor Extraction/Solidification/Multi-Laver 
Cap/Institutional Controls 

Capital Cost: $25,000,000 
Annual SVE Operating Cost (4 years): $330,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $440,000 
Present Worth: $36,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 2 to 3 years 

This alternative consists of a combination of technologies to 
address the contaminated soils at the former CDE facility. In 
order to address VOCs above IGWSCC, this alternative includes 
installation of a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system. In 
addition, this alternative includes the solidification of soils 
with PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 ppm. Approximately 
107,000 cubic yards of soil would be solidified. This 
alternative also includes the excavation of the capacitor 
disposal area and off-site disposal of approximately 7,500 cubic 
yards of soil and debris found therein. If necessary, in order 
to meet the requirements of the disposal' facilities, contaminated 
soil would be treated prior to land disposal using a technology 
from among the range of technologies identified in the 0U2 
Feasibility Study. 

Contaminated soils containing less than 500-ppm, but greater than 
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-la^er 
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of 
structures, parking areas and walkways, made'with hard mate-ials) 
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be capped 
would be approximately 20 acres. 

Alternative S-4 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs 
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestro cted 
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls woulc be 
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be 
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and 
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and to 
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property. 

Alternative S-5: Low Temperature Thermal Desorption/Multi-Laye-• 
Cap/Institutional Controls 

Capital Cost: $40,000,000 
Annual LTTD Operating Cost (4.5 years): $142,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $440,000 
Present Worth: $52,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 5 to 7 years 
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This alternative consists of the thermal desorption of 
approximately 107,000 cubic yards of soil containing PCBs at 
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that 
exceed IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs. This alternative 
would require the construction and operation of a Low Temperature 
Thermal Desorption (LTTD) unit at the Site. LTTD is a physical 
separation process, whereby contaminants are typically destroyed 
in a combustion chamber and the off-gas is treated. Under this 
alternative, contaminated soils would be treated on-site. The 
excavated areas would be backfilled with the treated soils. In 
addition, an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil and 
debris from the capacitor disposal areas would be excavated and 
transported off-site for disposal. 

For cost-estimation purposes, the FS assumed that all of the 
107,000 cubic yards of soil would be amenable to on-site 
treatment; however, several factors may limit the ability of an 
on-site LTTD unit to accommodate this entire volume. The 
capacitor disposal areas have already been excluded from the 
treatable soil volume in this Alternative, but other soil 
handling factors (additional debris, mixed PCB and VOC 
contamination) may preclude the cost-effective treatment of some 
soil. Also, the PCB contaminant levels vary widely across the 
Site, and the most highly-contaminated soils may not be 
effectively treated with an on-site unit. Off-site disposaV 
would be required for these soils that are not amenable to 
treatment. Alternative S-5 assumes that the volume of soils sent 
off-site for disposal would be far more limited than under t.ie 
S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative disctassed below. 

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater han 
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-layer 
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of 
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard materials) 
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be capped 
is approximately 20 acres. 

Alternative S-5 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs 
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow; for unrestricted 
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls would h^ 
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be 
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and 
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and tc 
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property. 
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S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative: "Principal Threat" Excavation; Low 
Temperature Thermal Desorption/Off-Site 
Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional 
Controls 

Capital Cost: $51,000,000 
Annual LTTD Operating Cost (3 years): $142,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $440,000 
Present Worth: $62,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 2 to 3 years 

In the Proposed Plan for 0U2, EPA identified as the preferred 
alternative for soils a combination, or hybrid, of Alternatives 
S-3 and S-5. This alternative recjuires excavation of the 
approximately 107,000 cubic yards of soil containing PCBs at 
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that 
exceed IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs. The excavated 
soil that is suitable for thermal desorption would be treated 
using a LTTD unit, and the soil that cannot be successfully 
treated using LTTD would be transported off-site for disposal. 

This alternative would require the construction and operation of 
a LTTD unit at the Site. LTTD is a physical separation process, 
whereby contaminants are typically destroyed in a combustion 
chamber and the off-gas is treated. This alternative assumes 
that half the 107,000 cubic yards of excavated soils would b;-
treated on-site, and the other half will be transported off-: ite 
for disposal. The excavated areas would be backfilled with tie 
treated soils. In addition, an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil and debris from the capacitor disposal area,' 
would be excavated and transported off-site for disposal. 

Whether the excavated soil is treated using the LTTD unit will 
depend on factors such as the levels of debris found in the so..l, 
the presence of high concentrations of PCBs whic:h would require 
very long residence times, and the presence of high VOC 
concentrations that might result in excessive vapor releases 
during soils handling in preparation for the LTTD unit. Off-si1 e 
disposal would be required for these soils that are not amenable 
to treatment or cannot be treated cost-effectively. 

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater thar 
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-layer 
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of 
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard materials) 
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be capped 
is approximately 20 acres. 

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would result in soil contaminated 
with PCBs remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for 
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unrestricted use. Therefore, engineering and institutional 
controls would be employed to ensure that any future Site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the Site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and safety 
controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of the 
property. 

Remedial alternatives for 0U2 buildings are presented below: 

Alternative B-1: No Action 

Capital Cost: $0 
Annual Operation and Maintenance: $0 
Present Worth: $0 
Estimated Construction Time frame: None 

Regulations governing the Superfund program generally require 
that the "no action" alternative be evaluated to establish a 
baseline for comparison. Under this alternative, EPA would take 
no action at the 18 buildings located at the Hamilton Industrial 
Park to prevent exposure to the contaminated structures. 

Alternative B-2: Decontamination and Surface Encapsulation/ 
Institutional Controls 

Capital Cost: $12,000,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $220,000 
Present Worth: $18,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 1 to 2 years 

In this alternative, surface decontamination would be combined 
with surface encapsulation and institutional controls. 
Decontamination involves the removal of surface contamination 
from surfaces up to several centimeters in depth depending on ti e 
method used (i.e., vacuum/pressure wash, acid etch, scarificaticn 
and wipe/solvent wash). In many cases, extensive" decontaminatioi 
would be required to render buildings acceptable for future use. 
Surface encapsulation (e.g., epoxy coating) allows PCB-
contaminated porous surfaces to be managed in place while the 
buildings remain in service, provided that the buildings are 
surface washed, encapsulated, and marked to indicate the presence 
of PCBs. 

This alternative would also include long-term sampling and 
monitoring to assess any changes in Site conditions. Five-year 
reviews, as required by CERCLA, would also be performed to assess 
the need for future remedial actions. Public awareness programs 
would be implemented to inform the public and local officials 
about potential hazards posed by exposure to the contaminated 
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buildings materials. In addition, institutional controls would 
be employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be 
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and 
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and 
that the buildings would not be used for any purposes that would 
be inconsistent with the continued presence of PCBs within the 
building materials, such as residential use. These institutional 
controls would likely include: 1) an informational notice 
concerning the Site conditions; and 2) a legal restriction on the 
future use of the facility property. 

In order to implement this alternative, some or all of the 
tenants at the Hamilton Industrial Park would need to be 
relocated pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. 

Alternative B-3: Demolition/Off-Site Disposal 

Capital Cost: $7,000,000 
Annual Operation and Maintenance: $0 
Present Worth: $7,000,000 
Estimated Construction Time frame: 1 to 2 years 

This alternative consists of the demolition of the 18 buildings 
located at the Hamilton Industrial Park. Approximately 22,000 
tons of debris would be transported off-site for disposal. Since 
the debris would be disposed of off-site, it is anticipated tl at 
there would be no need for institutional controls, no five-year 
review requirement, and no long-term monitoring requirement in 
connection with the building structures. Five-year reviews of 
the Site itself would'still be necessary. 

Debris designated for off-site disposal would be subjected to 
analysis for disposal parameters and transported off-site for 
treatment (as necessary) and disposal in accordance with 
applicable regulations. During the remedial design, 
decontamination prior to demolition could be considered to reduc ; 
the quantity of hazardous waste. Non-contaminated building 
debris could be recycled and could be reused on the Site. 

In order to implement this alternative, eligible tenants at the 
Hamilton Industrial Park would need to be relocated pursuant to 
the Uniform Relocation Act. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

In selecting the remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in 
CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, by conducting a detailed 
analysis of the viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP, 
40 CFR § 300.430(e)(9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The 
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detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of the individual 
alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and a 
comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance of 
each alternative against those criteria. 

Threshold Cr i t e r i a - The f i r s t two c r i t e r i a are known as 
"threshold c r i t e r ia '^ because they are the minimum requirements 
that each response measure must meet in order to be e l i g i b l e for 
se lec t ion as a remedy. 

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
Overall p ro tec t ion of human health and the environment addresses 
whether or not a remedy provides adequate p ro tec t ion and 
describes how r i s k s posed through each exposure pathway (based on 
a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are el iminated, reduced, 
or cont ro l led through treatment, engineering con t ro l s , or 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l cont ro ls . 

Soils 

Alternative S-1. the no action alternative, is not protective of 
human health and the environment because it does not eliminate, 
reduce, or control risk of exposure to contaminated soil throvgh 
off-site disposal, treatment, engineering controls, and/or 
institutional controls. 

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would provide adequate protection of human health and the 
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risk thrpuci 
off-site disposal/treatment, engineering controls, and 
institutional controls. 

Alternative S-2, excavation and off-site disposal, would remove 
soil with PCB concentrations above the Remediation Goal of 10 ppm 
and, therefore, would provide the highest level of protection to 
both human and environmental receptors from contact with 
contaminants in the soil. 

There would be no local human health or environmental impacts 
associated with off-site disposal because the contaminants would 
be removed from the Site to a secure location. Alternative S-2 
would eliminate the actual or potential exposure of property 
owners/occupants to contaminated soils. 

Alternatives S-3 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would mitigate the potential human health and ecological risks 
associated with exposure to contaminated soils through the 
placement of a multi-layer cap and/or hardscape, and through 
institutional controls such as land-use restrictions, and public 
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education. However, contaminated soils would remain in place 
above the Remediation Goal for direct contact of 10 ppm for PCBs. 
The protection would persist only as long as the cap was actively 
maintained, since contaminants would remain, and a breach of the 
cap could re-establish hioman and/or ecological exposure routes. 

Alternatives S-2, S-3, S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would achieve the RAOs at the completion of construction. RAOs 
would be achieved in Alternative S-4 after completion of the SVE 
treatment and the subsequent solidification of the residual PCB-
contamination approximately 4 years after the initiation of 
construction. 

Buildings 

Alternative B-1, the no action alternative, is not protective of 
human health and the environment because it does not eliminate, 
reduce, or control risk of exposure to contaminated soil through 
off-site disposal, treatment, engineering controls, and/or 
institutional controls. In addition, additional migration of 
contamination could occur over time under Alternative B-1 as a 
result of disturbance by humans and natural processes. 

Alternative B-2, decontamination and surface encapsulation, wot Id 
provide some protection to the tenants/occupants at the 
industrial park from future exposure to contaminated buildings 
through sealing the contaminated surfaces with an epoxy paint, 
and through institutional controls such as use restrictions and 
public education. However, contaminated building materials would 
remain in place. The protection would persist only as long BS 
the containment measures were actively maintained, since 
contaminants would remain on-site, and a breach of containment 
measures could re-establish exposure routes. 

Alternative B-3, demolition and off-site disposal, would remove 
contaminated buildings and, therefore, would protect both human 
and environmental receptors from contact with contaminants. 

There would be no local human health or environmental impacts 
associated with off-site disposal because the contaminants would 
be removed from the Site to a secure location. Alternative B-3 
would eliminate the actual or potential human exposure to the 
contaminated structures. 

2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) 

Sect ion 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d) , and 40 CFR 
§ 300. 430 (f) (1) ( i i ) (B) r e q u i r e t h a t remedial a c t i o n s a t CERCLA 
s i t e s a t l e a s t a t t a i n l e g a l l y a p p l i c a b l e or r e l e v a n t and 
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appropriate federal laws and s t a t e environmental or f a c i l i t y 
s i t i n g laws, c o l l e c t i v e l y re fe r red to as "AiRARs", unless such 
ARARs are waived under CERCLA Section 121 (d) (4). 

Applicable requirements are those cleanup s tandards , standards of 
cont ro l , and other substant ive requirements, c r i t e r i a , or 
l imi t a t ions promulgated under federal environmental or s t a t e 
environmental or f a c i l i t y s i t i n g laws that s p e c i f i c a l l y address a 
hazardous substance, p o l l u t a n t , contaminant, remedial ac t ion , 
loca t ion , or other circumstance found at a CERCLA s i t e . Only 
those s t a t e standards that are i den t i f i ed by a s t a t e in a timely 
manner and that are more s t r ingent than federal requirements may 
be appl icable . Relevant and appropriate requirements are those 
cleanup s tandards , standards of con t ro l , and other substant ive 
requirements, c r i t e r i a , or l im i t a t i ons promulgated under federal 
environmental or s t a t e environmental or f a c i l i t y s i t i n g laws 
tha t , while not "appl icable" to a hazardous substance, p o l l u t a n t , 
contaminant, remedial ac t ion , loca t ion , or other circumstance at 
a CERCLA s i t e , address problems or s i t u a t i o n s s u f f i c i e n t l y 
s imi lar to those encountered at the CERCLA s i t e that t h e i r use i s 
wel l -su i ted to the p a r t i c u l a r s i t e . Only those s t a t e standards 
that are i d e n t i f i e d in a timely manner and are more s t r ingent 
than federal requirements may be re levant and appropr ia te . 

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet a l l oi 
the appl icable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other 
federal and s t a t e environmental - s ta tu tes or provides a bas i s for 
invoking a waiver. 

Soils 

Alternative S-1 Since action-specific ARARs apply to actions 
taken, they are not applicable to the no action alternative. 

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would comply with action-specific ARARs. Among the major ARARs 
applicable to the remedial action for 0U2, RCRA and TSCA are 
federal laws that mandate procedures for managing, treating, 
transporting, storing, and disposing of hazardous substances. 
All portions of RCRA and TSCA that are applicable or relevant and 
appropriate to an 0U2 response action would be met by 
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative. 

EPA's August 1990 PCB guidance recommends a range between 10 and 
25 ppm as a cleanup goal for commercial/industrial properties. 
The State of New Jersey has developed a State-wide, non
residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion for PCBs of 2 
ppm for commercial/industrial properties, which is "To Be 
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Considered" criterion. EPA has selected a Remediation Goal of 10 
ppm for use in Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 
Hybrid Alternative. Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 
Hybrid Alternative would provide adequate protection consistent 
with these guidelines. 

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would recjuire the implementation of measures to protect wetlands 
and endangered species, in accordance with federal and state 
ARARs, such as the "Protection of Wetlands Executive Order," 
"Wetlands Protection at Superfund Sites," the "Wetlands Act of 
1970," the "Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act Rules," the 
"Endangered Species Act," etc. 

Subsurface areas in the southeastern portion of the facility 
property may contain former land surfaces and associated cultural 
resources that relate to pre-historic and/or early historic time 
periods. Therefore, Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 
Hybrid Alternative may expose or disturb archeological/cultural 
resources that may be eligible for the NRHP. If subsurface 
archeological sites are discovered within the facility property 
and determined to be eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D 
(properties that have yielded or may be likely to yield 
information important in prehistory or history), and if the 
project would affect these significant properties, then it would 
be necessary to develop an approach to resolve or mitigate the 
effects of the remedial action, such as data recovery. 

Buildings 

Alternative B-1 would not satisfy contaminant-specific ARARs. No 
action and location-specific ARARs would be triggered by the No 
Action Alternative. 

Alternatives B-2 and B-3 would prevent direct contact with 
contaminated surfaces in excess of the Remediation Goals and 
would comply with all ARARs. TSCA is an ARAR. Alternative B-2 
would comply with 40 CFR 761.30(p), regarding the use of PCB-
contaminated surfaces. Under Alternative B-3, PCB-contaminated 
building materials would be remediated consistent with 40 CFR 
761.79. RCRA is a federal law that mandates procedures for 
managing, treating, transporting, storing, and disposing af 
hazardous substances. All portions of RCRA that are applicable 
or relevant and appropriate would be met by Alternatives B-2 and 
B-3. 
Some of the structures at the industrial park have the potential 
to qualify as historic properties because of the activities of 
the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a result, further 
investigation must be performed to determine if the on-site 
structures qualify as historic properties. Since Alternatives 
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B-2 and B-3 would affect the structures, under either of these 
alternatives it would be necessary to develop an approach to 
mitigate the effects of the remedial action. It is expected that 
such an approach would involve performing additional historical 
research and recordation of the structures. 

Primary Balancing Criteria - The next five criteria are known as 
"primary balancing criteria". These criteria are factors with 
which tradeoffs between response measures are assessed so that 
the best option will be chosen, given site-specific data and 
conditions. 

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Long-term effect iveness and permanence r e f e r s to the a b i l i t y of a 
remedy to maintain r e l i a b l e pro tec t ion of human heal th and the 
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. I t a lso 
addresses the magnitude and effect iveness of the measures that 
may be required to manage the r i s k posed by treatment res idua ls 
and/or untreated wastes. 

Soils 

Alternative S-1 offers no long-term effectiveness and permanence. 

Alternative S-2 would be most effective and permanent, as long-
term risks would be greatly reduced, since contaminated soils 
would be permanently removed. 

Alternative S-3 would reduce long-term risks, since highly 
contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would be removed. 
Off-site treatment/disposal of the contaminated soil at a secure, 
permitted hazardous waste facility is reliable because the design 
of such facilities includes safeguards intended to ensure the 
reliability of the technology and the security of the waste 
material. Alternative S-3 relies on capping, other engineering 
controls, and institutional controls to reduce future health 
risks to property owners/occupants associated with exposure to 
contaminated soils. 

Alternative S-4 would only immobilize the principal threat waste 
on the Site and would rely on the effectiveness of the SVE and 
solidification technologies, capping and institutional controls 
to reduce future health risks to property owners/occupants 
associated with exposure to highly-contaminated soils. 
Alternatives S-2, S-3, and S-5 are more protective over the long-
term than S-4 because they remove and treat the principal threat 
waste. 
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Alternative S-5 would reduce long-term risks, since highly 
contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would be removed and 
treated on-site in a LTTD unit. Like Alternative S-3, 
Alternative S-5 relies on capping, other engineering controls, 
and institutional controls to reduce future health risks to 
property owners/ occupants associated with exposure to 
contaminated soils. 

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would reduce long-term risks, 
since highly contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would 
be removed and either treated on-site using LTTD, or disposed of 
off-site at a secure, permitted hazardous waste facility. As 
noted in the discussion of Alternative S-3, the design of such 
facilities includes safeguards to ensure the reliability of the 
technology and the security of the waste system. The S-3/S-5 
Hybrid Alternative also relies on institutional controls to 
reduce future health risks to property owners/occupants 
associated with exposure to contaminated soils. 

Buildings 

Alternative B-1 offers no long-term effectiveness and permanence. 

Alternative B-2 would not be permanent or as effective over the 
long term, since the sealant would degrade over time, requiring 
maintenance, and deed restrictions may not reliably reduce future 
risks to property owners/occupants associated with exposure to 
contaminated surfaces. 

Under Alternative B-3, long-term risks would be eliminated, 's-ince 
contaminated buildings would be permanently removed. Off-site 
treatment/disposal of the contaminated building debris at a 
secure, permitted hazardous waste facility is reliable because 
the design of such facilities includes safeguards intended to 
ensure the reliability of the technology and the security of the 
waste material. 

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants 
through Treatment 

Reduction of t o x i c i t y , mobi l i ty , or volume through treatment 
re fe rs to the an t i c ipa ted performance of the treatment 
technologies that may be included as p a r t of a remedy. 

Soils 

Alternative S-1 would not achieve any reduction in the toxicity, 
mobility or volume of contaminated soil, since the soil would 
remain in place. 

39 

500046 



Alternative S-2 does not include treatment as a principal 
element, though the alternative would reduce contaminant mobility 
through removal and disposal of the soils at an approved off-site 
facility. Off-site treatment, when required, would reduce the 
toxicity and voliune of the contaminated soils and debris prior to 
land disposal. Soils with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm 
would be excavated and transported to a RCRA landfill permitted 
to accept low levels of PCB waste. Soils with PCB concentrations 
greater than 50 ppm would be excavated and transported to a TSCA 
landfill. It is anticipated that hazardous material would not be 
destroyed under Alternatives S-2 through S-4, unless the disposal 
facility required treatment prior to landfilling. 

Alternative S-3 does not include treatment as a principal 
element, though the alternative would reduce contaminant mobility 
through removal and disposal of the soils at an approved off-site 
facility. Furthermore, off-site treatment, when required, would 
reduce the toxicity and volume of the contaminated soils and 
debris prior to land disposal. 

Alternative 5-4 would result in a reduction of contaminant 
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment by the SVE 
system and excavation of the capacitor disposal areas. 
Alternative S-4 would also result in a reduction of mobility, but 
an increase in volume through solidification of PCB-contaminated 
soils at concentrations greater than 500 ppm. Due to 
uncertainties associated with the implementability of this 
alternative (discussed in more detail, below), and the fact that 
nearly all the contaminated soil would remain on site, 
Alternative S-4 was considered the least effective at satisfying 
this criterion over the long term, when compared to the other 
active remedial alternatives. 

Alternative S-5 would be most effective in satisfying this 
criterion, as soils that undergo thermal desorption would exhibit 
a significant reduction in contaminant toxicity, mobility, and 
volume. 

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would reduce contaminant toxicity, 
mobility and volume in the soils treated by LTTD. The 
contaminant mobility in the soils sent off-site for disposal 
would also be reduced, and where off-site treatment was required 
prior to land disposal, this alternative would also reduce the 
toxicity and volume of the contaminated soils and debris. 

Buildings 

Alternative B-1 would not achieve any reduction in the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of contaminated building material. 
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Alternative B-2 would result in a reduction of mobility through 
encapsulation, but no substantial reduction, of toxicity or volume 
of contaminants. 

Alternative B-3 does not include treatment as a principal 
element, though the alternative would reduce contaminant mobility 
through removal and disposal of the building debris at an 
approved off-site facility. 

5. Short-term Effectiveness 
Short-term effectiveness addresses short-term r isks to the 
community, workers and the environment during the construction 
and implementation of the remedial a l ternat ives , and the 
effectiveness and r e l i a b i l i t y of protective and mitigative 
measures. 

Soils 

Alternative S-1, the no action alternative, poses no short-term 
risks. 

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
present short-term risks because of the potential for exposure 
associated with excavation and transportation of contaminated 
soils. Alternative S-2 presents the highest short-term risk 
because it would require the excavation and transportation off-
site of the largest volume of contaminated soils. Alternatives 
S-4 and S-5 present a higher short-term risk than Alternative S-3 
because of the greater potential for exposure associated with 
treating soils on-site. Alternative S-5 would result in higher 
air emissions than the other alternatives. The S-3/S-5 Hybrid 
Alternative would present short-term risks associated with 
excavation and handling contaminated soils on-site, including air 
emissions, though the emissions would be less than those 
associated with Alternative S-5. The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would also present short-term risks associated with 
transportation off-site of contaminated soil not suitable for 
treatment by LTTD, though this risk would be less than the risk 
presented by Alternative S-3. 

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would cause an increase in truck traffic, noise and potentially 
dust in the surrounding community, as well as potential impacts 
to workers during the performance of the work. These potential 
impacts would be created through construction activities and 
exposure to the contaminated soil being excavated and handled. 
However, proven procedures including engineering controls, 
personnel protective equipment and safe work practices would be 
used to address potential impacts to workers and the community. 
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For example, under Alternatives S-2 through S-4, the work would 
be scheduled to coincide with normal working hours (e.g., 8 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. on week days and no work on weekends or holidays). On-
site treatment using an LTTD system, as recjuired by Alternative 
S-5, typically requires 24 hours of operation to achieve maximum 
efficiency, so use of daily time constraints would reduce the 
effectiveness of this technology. Operation of an LTTD system 
immediately adjacent to a residential community would generate 
noise and some disturbance to the community. Under the S-3/S-5 
Hybrid Alternative, the working hours for the excavation and off-
site transportation would be scheduled as under Alternative S-2. 

Trucking routes with the least disruption to the surrounding 
community would be utilized. Appropriate transportation safety 
measures would be required during the shipping of the 
contaminated soil to the off-site disposal facility. 

No short-term environmental impacts would be expected from 
Alternative S-1. The risk of release during implementation of 
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
is principally limited to wind-blown soil transport or surface 
water runoff. Any potential environmental impacts associated 
with dust and runoff would be minimized with proper installation 
and implementation of dust and erosion control measures and by 
performing the excavation and off-site disposal with appropriate 
health- and safety measures to limit the amount of material that 
may migrate to a potential receptor. 

Alternative S-5 and the S-3/S-5'Hybrid Alternative also present 
short-term risk because of the potential for exposure associated 
with treating soils on-site, and because of the potential air 
emissions from the LTTD system. These risks would be mitigated 
by engineering controls, use of personal protective equipment, 
safe work practices and air monitoring. The S-3/S-5 Hybrid 
Alternative presents less short-term risk than Alternative S-5 as 
it assumes on-site treatment of a smaller volume of contaminated 
soil. 

The time required for implementation of Alternative S-2 is 
estimated at 2 years. Alternative S-3 is estimated to take 1 to 
2 years. Alternative S-4 is estimated to take 2 to 3 years, and 
Alternative S-5 is estimated to take about 5 to 7 years to 
implement. The estimated time required for implementation of the 
S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative is 2 to 3 years. The time frame for 
Alternative S-4 assumes concurrent implementation of the SVE and 
solidification treatment technologies; however, the SVE treatment 
may need to be completed before solidification can be undertaken 
on portions of the Site, extending the time frame for this 
alternative to as much as 6 to 8 years. The time frames 
discussed in this section account for the time to construct each 
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alternative, but not the time recjuired for Remedial Design or 
other administrative costs, or enforcement-derived delays. Even 
the remedial alternatives with the shortest implementation time 
frames are expected to require several years of preparation time 
before they can be implemented. Alternative S-5 would have the 
longest construction time frame. Alternative S-5 might also 
result in preconstruction delays derived from siting and air 
permitting for an on-site treatment facility. Alternative S-2 
and S-3 would have the shortest construction time frames and 
probably would pose the fewest challenges prior to starting 
construction. Alternative S-4 would require treatability studies 
to determine actual construction time frames, adding a level of 
uncertainty to the time frames developed in the FS, and would 
also have a longer preconstruction time period than the other 
alternatives that would not need treatability studies. Although 
the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would result in preconstruction 
delays derived from siting and air permitting for an on-site 
treatment facility, similar to Alternative S-5, EPA expects that 
the time required to implement the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative 
would be 2 to 3 years, minimizing the impact on the community and 
returning the property to the community for productive use 
sooner. 

EPA expects that any of the remedial alternatives could be 
implemented in a phased manner that would allow for the 
initiation of the Borough's redevelopment plan concurrent with 
the implementation of the remedy. For example, the remedial 
construction might start with the remediation of the Site at one 
property line and create remediation areas for a designated 
developer to then start its work. Under this scenario, the ' • 
remedial alternatives that rely on capping would integrate the 
capping requirements with the designated redevelopment 
infrastructure. Alternatives S-2 and S-3 appear to offer the 
fewest constraints to this joint remediation/redevelopment 
approach, and Alternative S-5 the most constraints, including the 
long remediation time frame and the relatively large foot print 
of the LTTD unit. Alternative S-4 again has the most 
uncertainties, including the sequencing of SVE (to treat VOCs) 
followed by solidification (to treat PCBs), and the volume 
increases attributable to solidification that might influence the 
scope of the redevelopment effort. 

Buildings 

Alternative B-1, the no action alternative, poses no short-term 
risks to the community. 

Alternatives B-2 and B-3 pose short term-term risks based upon 
the potential for exposure to contaminated building material and 
transportation of contaminated building debris. 
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Alternative B-3 would pose the greatest short-term risks, as it 
would also cause an increase in truck traffic, noise and 
potentially dust in the surrounding community, as well as 
potential impacts to workers during the performance of the work. 
These potential impacts would be created through construction 
activities and exposure to the contaminated buildings being 
demolished and handled. However, proven procedures including 
engineering controls, personnel protective equipment and safe 
work practices would be used to address potential impacts to 
workers and the community. 

No short-term environmental impacts would be expected from 
Alternative B-1. The risk of release during implementation of 
Alternatives B-2 and B-3 is principally limited to wind-blown 
dust transport and surface water runoff for Alternative B-3. Any 
potential environmental impacts associated with dust and runoff 
would be minimized with proper installation and implementation of 
dust and erosion control measures and by performing 
decontamination and demolition with appropriate health and safety 
measures to limit the amount of material that may migrate to a 
potential receptor. 

The time required for implementation of Alternatives B-2 and B-3 
is estimated at one to two years. These construction time frames 
do not take into consideration the time required for remedial 
design or for relocation of the tenants at the industrial park 
for Alternatives B-2 and B-3. 

6. Implemen tabi1i ty 
Implementability addresses the technical and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e ' -
f e a s i b i l i t y of a remedy from design through construct ion and 
operation. Factors such as a v a i l a b i l i t y of serv ices and 
mate r i a l s , adminis t ra t ive f e a s i b i l i t y , and coordination with 
other governmental e n t i t i e s are considered. 

Soils 

Alternative S-1 requires no implementation. 

Alternatives S-2 and S-3 can be implemented using conventional 
equipment and services that are readily available. The personnel 
required to operate the heavy equipment would require appropriate 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
certifications (e.g., hazardous waste worker), in addition to 
being certified in the operation of heavy equipment. Such 
individuals are readily available. Off-site hazardous and non-
hazardous treatment/disposal facilities for the disposal of the 
contaminated soils are available, so disposal would be feasible. 
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Alternative S-4 would require treatability studies, during 
remedial design, to evaluate how best to implement the SVE system 
to remove the VOCs, and the solidification of the PCBs. The 
additional studies would be necessary due to the heterogeneity of 
the contaminants and debris in the soil. Even after treatability 
studies to determine the appropriate injection points, 
solidification agents, dosage rates, and other performance 
parameters, the technical uncertainties regarding the 
implementability of Alternative S-4 would still be highest among 
all the alternatives considered. As discussed under Short-term 
Effectiveness, Alternative S-4 also poses some uncertainties for 
the subsequent redevelopment planning, with regard to volume 
increase of soils (due to solidification) and the potential 
difficulty of implementing the redevelopment project while the 
SVE system is operating. 

Alternative 5-5, operation of an on-site LTTD system adjacent to 
a residential community, would generate noise and some 
disturbance to the community. At other sites where EPA has sited 
temporary treatment units in or near residential communities, the 
level of community resistance to the project varies. There exist 
a number of uncertainties associated with Alternative S-5. For 
cost-estimation purposes, it was assumed that all the soil could 
be successfully treated using a mobile LTTD unit; however, soil 
mixed with debris, soil handling concerns and high PCB 
concentrations that would result in very long residence times are 
likely to limit the implementability of this treatment method for 
at least some large fraction of the soil. 

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative also raises some of the concerns 
of Alternative S-5 related to operation of an on-site LTTD system 
adjacent to a residential community, but the noise and 
disturbance to the community would not be as great as a smaller 
volume of contaminated soil would be treated by the LTTD system. 
Moreover, by incorporating the off-site disposal of contaminated 
soils that could not be successfully treated using the on-site 
LTTD system, this alternative avoids the implementability 
limitations associated with soil mixed with debris, and soil with 
high PCB or VOC concentrations. As with Alternative S-3, the 
personnel required to operate the heavy equipment for the 
excavation and off-site transportation element of this 
alternative, and. off-site hazardous and non-hazardous treatment/ 
disposal facilities for the disposal of the contaminated soils, 
would be readily available. 

Buildings 

Alternative B-1 requires no implementation. 
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Alternatives B-2 and B-3 would be easily implemented using 
conventional construction ecjuipment and materials. Off-site 
hazardous and non-hazardous treatment/disposal facilities for the 
disposal of the contaminated building debris are available and 
disposal would be feasible. Factors associated with relocation 
affect the implementability of both Alternatives B-2 and B-3. 

7. Cost 
Cost includes estimated capi ta l and operation and maintenance 

cos t s , and net present-worth values. 

Soils 

The cost of Alternative S-1 is $0. 
The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-2 is 
$114,000,000. This alternative has no operation and maintenance 
costs. 

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-3 is 
$72,000,000, which includes operation and maintenance costs over 
a 30-year period. 

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative 5-4 is 
$36,000,000, which includes annual SVE operating costs for four 
years and operation and maintenance costs over a 30-year period. 

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-5 is 
$52,000,000, which includes annual LTTD operating costs for up to• 
five years and operation and maintenance costs over a 30-yeaV 
period. 

The estimated present worth cost of the S-3/S-5 Hybrid 
Alternative is $62,000,000, which includes annual LTTD operating 
costs for up to 3 years and operation and maintenance costs over 
a 30-year period. 

Buildings 

The cost of Alternative B-1 is $0. 

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative B-2 is 
$18,000,000, which includes operation and maintenance costs over 
a 30-year period. Alternative B-3 has an estimated present worth 
cost of $7,000,000. 

Modifying Cr i t e r i a - The f inal two evaluation c r i t e r i a , c r i t e r i a 
8 and 9, are ca l led "modifying c r i t e r i a " because new information 
or comments from the s t a t e or the community on the Proposed Plan 
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may lead to modification of the prefer red response measure or 
cause another response measure to be considered. 

8. State Acceptance 
State acceptance ind ica tes whether, based on i t s review of the 
RI/FS repor t s and the Proposed Plan, the s t a t e supports , opposes, 
and/or has i den t i f i ed any reserva t ions with regard to the 
se lec ted response measure. 

The State of New Jersey concurs with the Selected Remedy for the 
facility soils and buildings. 

9. Community Acceptance 
Community acceptance summarizes the p u b l i c ' s general response to 
the response measures described in the Proposed Plan and the 
RI/FS r e p o r t s . This assessment includes determining which of the 
response measures the community supports , opposes, and/or has 
reservat ions about. 

EPA solicited input from the community on the remedial 
alternatives proposed for 0U2 at the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Site and received extensive oral and written comments. The 
attached Responsiveness Summary addresses the comments received 
during the public comment period. The community (residents and 
business neighbors of the facility) was generally supportive of 
EPA's Proposed Plan. A group of PRPs submitted comments that 
questioned the Remediation Goals for PCBs and VOCs in soils 
identified in the Proposed Plan' as too conservative given the 
likely future property uses, and proposed a modified version, .of 
Alternative S-4 as an alternative remedy for 0U2. EPA received 
written and oral comments from the representatives of a local 
environmental group indicating that the Remediation Goals for 
PCBs in soil identified in the Proposed Plan may not be 
adequately protective, and expressing concerns about the current 
occupancy of the on-site buildings. The Borough of South 
Plainfield submitted written comments requesting that EPA select 
the most expeditious and cost-effective remedy that would 
expedite redevelopment of the facility property, thereby 
supporting the PRPs' alternative remediation plan. In contrast, 
the Borough's Environmental Commission submitted written comments 
supporting EPA's Proposed Plan. 

PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTE 

EPA's findings to date indicate the presence of "principal 
threat" wastes at the former CDE facility property. Principal 
threat wastes are considered source materials, i.e., materials 
that include or contain hazardous substances, pollutants or 
contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration of 
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contamination to groundwater, surface water, or as a source for 
direct exposure. Principal threat wastes are those source 
materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that 
generally cannot be reliably contained, or would present a 
significant risk to human health or the environment should 
exposure occur. 

By utilizing treatment as a significant portion of the soil 
remedy, the statutory preference for remedies that employ 
treatment as a principal element is satisfied. 

SELECTED REMEDY 

Based upon consideration of the results of the Site 
investigations, the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis 
of the response measures, and public comments, EPA has determined 
that a combination of Alternative S-3 and Alternative S-5 is the 
appropriate remedy for contaminated soils at the Site. 
Furthermore, Alternative B-3 is the appropriate remedy for 
contaminated buildings at the Site. These remedies best satisfy 
the requirements of CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP's nine 
evaluation criteria for remedial alternatives, 40 CFR 
§ 300.430(e)(9). These remedies are comprised of the following 
components: 

Soils 

excavation of an estimated 107,000 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil containing PCBs at concentrations greater 
than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that exceed New Jers'ey' s 
IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs; 

on-site treatment of excavated soil amenable to treatment by 
LTTD, followed by backfilling of excavated areas with 
treated soils; 

transportation of contaminated soil and debris not suitable 
for on-site LTTD treatment to an off-site facility for 
disposal, with treatment as necessary; 

excavation of an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated 
soil and debris from the capacitor disposal areas and 
transportation for disposal off site, with treatment as 
necessary; 

installation of a multi-layer cap or hardscape; 

installation of engineering controls; 
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• property restoration; and 

• implementation of institutional controls. 

EPA concluded that neither Alternative S-3 nor Alternative S-5 
alone would provide sufficient flexibility during the remedial 
action to address this very complex Site, but that a combination 
of the two alternatives would be successful. For example, the FS 
assumed that 100 percent of the soils to be excavated under 
Alternative S-5 could be successfully treated using LTTD, whereas 
several factors are likely to make treatment of a large quantity 
of soil impracticable. These factors include soils handling 
issues related to levels of debris found in the soil, the high 
PCB concentrations that may require very long residence times or 
repeated passes through the LTTD unit, and the high VOC 
concentrations in some soils that may result in vapor releases 
during soils handling in preparation for the LTTD unit. Where 
these factors occur. Alternative S-3 (off-site disposal) would be 
more appropriate. EPA anticipates that soils treated by the on-
site LTTD will achieve a treatment goal of 10 ppm for PCBs prior 
to being backfilled on-site. 

As noted in the comparative analysis of alternatives, in the 
Short-Term Effectiveness section, EPA expects that the Selected 
Remedy for soils would be performed in 2 to 3 years, closer to 
the time frame for Alternative S-3. The hybrid Alternative 
S-3/S-5 remedy assumes that approximately 50 percent of the 
107,000 yards of contaminated soil identified in the FS would be 
amenable for treatment on site and the remainder would be 
addressed through off-site disposal. 

Because the Borough of South Plainfield's redevelopment plans 
anticipate commercial reuse, of the property, EPA considered the 
potential for vapor intrusion of VOCs from residual 
contamination. EPA concluded that vapor intrusion may pose a 
human health concern under various future-use scenarios. While 
the Selected Remedy would be expected to substantially reduce the 
potential for vapor intrusion, vapor mitigation systems would 
need to be evaluated for any buildings to be built in the future. 

The Selected Remedy requires contaminated soils containing less 
than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs to be capped through 
the use of a multi-layer cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the 
site consisting of structures, parking areas and walkways, made 
with hard materials) could be used in place of capping. NJDEP 
has indicated that soils containing PCBs greater than New 
Jersey's non-residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion of 
2 ppm would be subject to engineering controls. 
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Subsurface areas in the southeastern portion of the Site may 
contain former land surfaces and associated cultural resources 
that relate to pre-historic and/or early historic time periods. 
Therefore, the Selected Remedy may expose or disturb 
archeological/cultural resources that may be eligible for the 
NRHP. If subsurface archeological sites are discovered within 
the facility property and determined to be eligible for the NRHP 
under Criterion D (properties that have yielded or may be likely 
to yield information important in prehistory or history), and if 
the project would affect these significant properties, then it 
would be necessary to develop an approach to resolve or mitigate 
the effects of the remedial action, such as data recovery. 

Buildings 

demolition of the 18 on-site buildings; 

transportation of the building debris off-site for disposal, 
with treatment as necessary; and 

relocation of the eligible tenants at the industrial park 
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act, as necessary. 

Although certain buildings will have to be demolished as part of 
the selected soil remedy, and the expected redevelopment of the 
industrial park anticipates demolition of all the existing 
structures, it is possible that not all of the structures will 
have to be demolished for those two reasons. Therefore, the 
Selected Remedy for the buildings includes a contingency remedy 
that would allow for the decontamination and surface 
encapsulation of certain buildings that may not need to be 
demolished for the reasons cited above. The implementation of 
the contingency remedy for certain buildings that do not need to 
be demolished would achieve the Remedial Action Objectives, while 
allowing the property owner(s) and/or the parties performing the 
work to determine the ultimate fate of the buildings. The 
contingency remedy would require institutional controls to be 
employed to ensure that any future Site activities are performed 
with knowledge of the Site conditions and with implementation of 
appropriate health and safety controls, and that the buildings 
would not be used for any purposes inconsistent with the 
continued presence of PCBs within the building materials. 

Some of the structures at the industrial park have the potential 
to qualify as historic properties because of the activities of 
the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a result, further 
investigation must be performed. Since the Selected Remedy would 
affect the structures, if the on-site structures qualify as 
historic properties, it would be necessary to develop an approach 
to mitigate the effects of the remedial action. It is expected 
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that such an approach would involve performing additional 
historical research and recordation of the structures. 

During the remedial design, decontamination prior to demolition 
could be considered to reduce the quantity of hazardous waste. 
Non-contaminated building debris could be recycled and could be 
reused on-site. 

The estimated present worth cost of EPA's Selected Remedy for 
soils is $62 million. This estimate assumes 50 percent of the 
107,000 cubic yards of soil will be addressed through LTTD and 
placed back on the Site, and the remainder will be sent off-site 
for disposal. Even if only a limited quantity of soils can be 
treated using LTTD, this S-3/S-5 hybrid also satisfies another of 
EPA's mandates under the Superfund program, to treat principal 
threat wastes to the maximum extent practicable. The estimated 
present worth cost of EPA's Selected Remedy for buildings is 
$7,000,000. A summary of the estimated remedy costs is included 
in Appendix II, Tables 9 and 10. The information in the cost 
estimate summary tables is based on the best available 
information regarding the anticipated scope of the Selected 
Remedy. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a 
result of new information and data collected during the 
engineering design of the Selected Remedy. Major changes may be 
documented in the form of a memorandum in the Administrative 
Record file, an Explanation of Significant Differences, or a ROD 
amendment. 

The combination of Alternatives 5-3 and S-5, and Alternative B-3 
is believed to provide the best balance of trade-offs among t'he 
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. EPA and 
NJDEP believe the Selected Remedy will be protective of human 
health and the environment, will comply with federal and state 
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and 
appropriate to the remedial action, will be cost-effective, and 
will utilize permanent solutions and treatment technologies to 
the maximum extent practicable. Even if only a limited quantity 
of contaminated soils can be treated using LTTD, the hybrid soil 
alternative would also meet the statutory preference for the use 
of remedies that employ treatment that reduce toxicity, mobility 
or volume as a principal element. 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

As was previously noted, CERCLA Section 121(b)(1) mandates that a 
remedial action must be protective of human health and the 
environment, must be cost-effective, and must utilize permanent 
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource 
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. CERCLA 
Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial 
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actions that employ treatment to permanently and significantly 
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA 
Section 121(d) further specifies that a remedial action must 
satisfy ARARs under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can 
be justified pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(d)(4). For the 
reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the Selected 
Remedy meets the requirements of CERCLA Section 121. 

Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Soils 

The Selected Remedy, the combination of Alternatives S-3 and S-5, 
will adequately protect human health and the environment by 
eliminating all significant direct-contact risks to human health 
and the environment associated with contaminated soil. In 
addition, this action will eliminate and/or reduce sources of 
contamination to the groundwater. This action will result in the 
reduction of exposure levels to acceptable risk levels within 
EPA's generally acceptable risk range of 10"* to 10"̂  for 
carcinogens and below a HI of 1 for noncarcinogens. 
Implementation of the Selected Remedy will not pose unacceptable 
short-rerm risks or adverse cross-media impacts. 

Buildings 

The Selected Remedy, Alternative B-3, will prevent human exposure 
to building contaminants and will prevent the migration of 
contamination sources to the environment through off-site 
disposal of the contaminated building materials. 

Compliance with ARARs 

At the completion of the response action for the contaminated 
soils and buildings, the Selected Remedy will meet the standards 
of all applicable ARARs, including: 

Action-Specific ARARs: 

Compliance with action-specific ARARs will be achieved by 
conducting all remedial action activities in accordance with the 
following: 

TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.30(p) set 
standards regarding the use of PCB contaminated surfaces. 

TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.61 provide a 
risk-based approach for managing PCB wastes. 
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TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.65 govern 
storage for disposal of PCB waste with, concentrations of 50 
ppm or greater. 

TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.79 set 
decontamination standards for equipment and personal 
protective equipment. 

RCRA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 262 govern 
packaging, labeling, manifesting and storage of hazardous 
waste. 

RCRA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 263 govern off-
site transport of hazardous waste. 

RCRA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 264 govern on-
site storage of hazardous waste. 

RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions. Land disposal 
restrictions (LDRs), codified at 40 CFR Part 268, prohibit 
land disposal of soils exhibiting the toxicity 
characteristic because of the presence of metals and 
containing PCBs, unless total PCBs are less than 1,000 ppm 
and the soils meet specified treatment standards. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Law, 49 U.S.C. § 5101 et 
seq. - Hazardous wastes that are transported off-site must 
meet Department of Transportation regulations set forth in 
49 CFR Parts 105, 107, 171-178. 

Clean Water Act (CWA) - Section 402 of the CWA, 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342, and its regulations codified at 40 CFR Part 122, 
govern discharge of stormwater from construction sites of 
more than one acre. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants, codified at 40 CFR Part 50, establish maximum 
concentrations for fugitive dust emissions and particulates, 

New Jersey Hazardous Waste Management Regulations -
Requirements codified at N.J.A.C. 7:26G establish standards 
for generation, accumulation, on-site management, and 
transportation of hazardous wastes. 

NJDEP Technical Requirements for Site Remediation - These 
requirements, codified at N.J.A.C. 7:26E, specify technical 
standards to be followed at sites undergoing remediation 
pursuant to New Jersey remediation programs. 

53 

500060 



• New Jersey Air Quality Regulations - Requirements codified 
at N.J.A.C. 7:27 are applicable to the generation and 
emission of air pollutants. 

National Historic Preservation Act - Pursuant to Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, potentially 
significant cultural resources at the Site must be 
identified. 

Chemical-Specific ARARs: 

• None applicable. 

Location-Specific ARARs: 

• National Historic Preservation Act - Pursuant to Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, potentially 
significant cultural resources at the Site must be 
identified. 

• Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain Management" - Requires 
the consideration of impacts to floodplains in order to 
avoid adversely impacting floodplains wherever possible and 
to ensure the restoration and preservation of such land 
areas as natural undeveloped floodplains. 

Executive Order 11990, "Protection of Wetlands" - Requires 
consideration of impacts to wetlands in order to minimize 
destruction, loss or degradation and to preserve and enhance 
wetland values. 

• "Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act Rules" - New Jersey 
requirements codified at N.J.A.C. 7:7A, regulate the 
disturbance or alteration of freshwater wetlands and their 
buffers. 

To Be Considered Material (TBCs). The following requirements will 
be considered by EPA during design and implementation of the 
Selected Remedy, and will be complied with the extent 
practicable. 

EPA's 1985 Statement of "Policy on Floodplains and Wetlands 
Assessments for CERCLA Action". 

NJDEP Guidance for Remediation of Contaminated Soils. NJDEP 
has developed a non-residential direct contact soil cleanup 
criterion of 2 ppm for PCB-contaminated soil. 

• NJDEP standards for soil erosion and sediment control, 
N.J.A.C. 2:90-1,1, describes the recommended approach and 
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standards to be used for soil erosion and sediment control 
plans. 

Other Pertinent Requirements 

Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) - Occupational 
Safety and Health Standards for Hazardous Response and 
General Construction Activities (29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910, 
1926) are intended to protect workers from harm related to 
occupational exposure to chemical contaminants, physical 
hazards, heat or cold stresses, noise, etc. OSHA is 
considered to be a "non-environmental law" whose standards 
and requirements apply of their own force, not as a result 
of the CERCLA ARAR system (55 FR 8680, March 8, 1990). For 
this reason, remediation activities at the Site will be 
subject to the requirements of OSHA. 

• Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq., and its 
implementing regulations at 4 9 CFR Part 24 governs agency 
conduct of relocation of persons displaced from their homes, 
businesses or forms by federal and federally-assisted 
programs. 

• EPA guidance document, "Superfund Response Actions: 
Temporary Relocations Implementation Guidance" provides 
guidance to EPA concerning implementation of relocation 
activities when necessary. 

A comprehensive list of ARARs and TBCs (e.g., advisories, 
criteria, and guidance) is provided in the Final Feasibility . 
Study Report for 0U2, Table 2-2 through Table 2-4. 

Cost-Effectiveness 

Soils 

In EPA's judgment, the Selected Remedy is cost-effective and 
represents reasonable value for the money to be spent. Overall 
effectiveness was evaluated by assessing three of the five 
balancing criteria in combination (long-term effectiveness and 
permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume through 
treatment; and short-term effectiveness). Overall effectiveness 
was then compared to costs to determine cost-effectiveness. The 
overall effectiveness of the Selected Remedy has been determined 
to be proportional to the costs, and the Selected Remedy 
therefore represents reasonable value for the money to be spent. 

The estimated present worth of the selected soil remedy for 0U2 
is $62 million. This estimate assumes 50 percent of the 107,000 
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cubic yards of soil will be addresseci through LTTD and placed 
back on-site, and the remainder will be sent off-site for 
disposal. In contrast, the estimated present worth of 
Alternative S-3 is $72 million. The Selected Remedy thus is less 
expensive and provides the same level of protection of human 
health and the environment as Alternative S-3. 

EPA considered the cost-effectiveness of Alternative S-4 when 
compared to the hybrid Alternative S-3/S-5, and evaluated several 
factors. EPA concluded that the hybrid Alternative S-3/S-5, when 
compared with Alternative 5-4, offered a much higher degree of 
long-term effectiveness and permanence, and a better return on 
the investment of treating soils to address principal threats 
(given the permanence of ex-situ LTTD treatment versus the 
uncertainties of in-situ SVE and the long-term reliability of PCB 
solidification. EPA also concluded that the short-term 
effectiveness of the hybrid Alternative S-3/S-5 is superior to 
Alternative S-4 when considering the Borough's redevelopment 
plans. Contaminated soils treated using LTTD would yield soils 
suitable for backfilling of excavated areas and allow for the 
redevelopment of the property. Alternative S-4 poses several 
uncertainties to the redevelopment with regard to the viability 
of SVE and solidification on debris-ladened soil, the time frame 
for implementation of SVE and solidification, and the 
consequences of volume expansion of the solidified mass for the 
future-use site plan. While some of these uncertainties may be 
clarified through treatability studies, EPA concluded that over 
all, the cost-effectiveness of the Selected Remedy was greater 
than that of Alternative S-4. 

Buildings 

The estimated present worth of the selected building remedy is 
$7,000,000, whereas the estimated present worth of Alternative 
B-2 is $18,000,000. Alternative B-3 thus is both less expensive 
and significantly more protective of human health and the 
environment than Alternative B-2, necessarily making it the most 
cost-effective alternative. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment 
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

ZPA has determined that the Selected Remedy represents the 
jiaximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment 
•:echnologies can be utilized in a practicable manner at the Site. 
Cf those alternatives that are protective of human health and the 
environment and comply with AFlARs, EPA has determined that the 
Selected Remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the 
alternatives with respect to the five balancing criteria. 
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Soils 

The selected soil remedy would reduce long-term risks, since 
highly contaminated soils (principal threat.wastes) would be 
removed. The Selected Remedy relies on engineering and 
institutional controls to reduce future health risks to property 
owners/occupants from exposure to contaminated soils. 

The Selected Remedy is implementable since it employs a 
combination of technologies that are readily available and allows 
flexibility in the remedial action. Site specific conditions, 
such as soil mixed with debris, soil handling concerns and high 
PCB concentrations may limit the implementability of the on-site 
LTTD. Where these conditions occur, for example, off-site 
disposal of principal threat wastes would be more appropriate. 
Because these conditions would also limit the viability of off-
site thermal treatment, EPA is using off-site disposal as the 
alternative to on-site LTTD. 

In contrast, because of the heterogeneity of the contaminants and 
debris in the soil. Alternative S-4 would require treatability 
studies during remedial design, evaluating how to best implement 
the SVE system to remove the VOCs, and the solidification of the 
PCBs. Even after treatability studies to determine the 
appropriate injection points, solidification agents, dosage 
rates, and other performance parameters, the uncertainties 
regarding the implementability of Alternative S-4 would still be 
the highest among all the alternatives considered. 

Buildings 

The selected building remedy satisfies the criteria for long-̂ term 
effectiveness and permanence by removing the contaminated 
buildings from the Site. The Selected Remedy presents a higher 
short-term risk than Alternative B-2 because of the greater 
potential for exposure associated with demolition and 
transportation of contaminated building debris. However, these 
,5hort-term risks will be mitigated through implementation of 
r.easures such as engineering controls, use of personal protective 
equipment, safe work practices and perimeter air monitoring. 
Ihere are no special implementability issues since the remedy 
e.xiploys standard technologies. 

Pieference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

By utilizing on-site LTTD treatment to the extent practicable, 
th2 statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a 
principal element is satisfied. 
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Five-Year Review Requirements 

Because the soil remedy will result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the industrial park 
above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted 
exposure, a statutory review will be conducted within five years 
after initiation of the remedial actions to ensure that the 
remedies are, or will be, protective of human health and the 
environment. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

The Proposed Plan for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. Site 
was released for public comment on July 6, 2004, The comment 
period closed on September 4, 2004, 

All written and verbal comments submitted during the public 
comment period were reviewed by EPA, Upon review of these 
comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the 
remedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan, 
were necessary. 
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Figure 1 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site 
Site Location Map 



Figure 2 
Cross Section of Hamilton Industrial Park 

Figure 3 
Bedrock Aquifer Potentiometric Surfaces 
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Figure 4 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Operable Unit 2 - Facility Soils and Buildings 
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Figures 
Comell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site - Operable Unit 2 
Extent of PCB contamination greater than 10 ppm and other COPCs greater than IGWSCC 
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Figure 6 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site - Operable Unit 2 
Extent of PCB contamination greater than 500 ppm and other COPCs greater than IGWSCC 
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TABLE 1 
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 

Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Medium: Surface Soil 
Exposure Medium: Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 

Chemical of Concern 

Aldrin 

Arsenic 

Ben2o(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Ben2o(b)fluoranthene 

Dibenz{a,h)anthracene 

Aroclor 1254 

Total PCBs 

Concentration 
Detected 

Min 

1.5e-02 

1.6e+01 

5.5e-02 

7.0e-02 

7.9e-02 

9.6e-02 

7.9e-01 

9.2e-01 

Max 

9.2e+00 

9.2e*01 

3.1e*00 

2.8e+00 

4.0e*00 

4.9e.01 

3.4e*02 

3.5e+02 

Units 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

4/5 

5/5 

5/5 

5/5 

5/5 

4/5 

5/5 

5/5 

EPC 

9.2e+00 

9.2e+01 

3.1e+00 

2.8e+00 

4.0e*00 

4.9e^1 

3.4e+02 

3.5e+02 

EPC Units 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

statistical 
Measure 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 
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TABLE 1 ' - n t i n u e d 

S c e n a r i o T i m e f r a m e : Cur ren t M e d i u m : S u r f a c e Soi l . A p o s u r e M e d i u m : S u r f a c e Soi l 

E x p o s u r e 

Area B with 
outliers 

w i t h o u t 
ou t l ie rs 
(presented on 
second l ine 
for each 
individual 
ct iemical) 

1* • • " 

r n — i - . ^ i o o n c e r n 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)nuoranthene 

Chrysens 

Dit>enza(a ,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrenfl 

2,3.7.8-TnC)0 

4,4--DDE 

4 ,4 -DDT 

alpha-BHC 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heplachkx 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Trichloroethylene 

Arsenic 

C o n c e n t r a t i o n 

D e l e c t e d 

Min 
8.0e-02 

9.0e-O2 

4.3e-02 

g.4e-02 

1.2e-01 

7.9O-02 

8.4e-02 

3.0e-05 

7.8a-03 

4.2O+01 

3.6e-03 

4.3e-01 

3.7e-01 

3.2e-01 

I.Se^OO 

1.9e-01 

1.1e-04 

3.3e-01 

3.5e-01 

2.0e4a 

3.4e>00 

Max 
9.2e+02 

5.2e+02 

4.5e+02 

4.5e+02 

B.3e^02 

6.6e+01 

2.6e+02 

8.4e-03 

1.2e+03 

4.2e+01 

2.4etOO 

1.9e+04 

1.8e+02 

2.0e+01 

1.9e+00 

2.5e+02 

3.8e+00 

3.2e+04 

2.0e+04 

1.3e+00 

3.8e+01 

U n H s 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 
4 

ppm 

ppm 

F r e q u e n c y 

o f D e t e c t i o n 

9/12 

9/12 

10/12 

9/12 

9/12 

7/12 

9/12 

3 ^ 

7/12 

1/12 

3/12 

11/12 

4/11 

2/11 

1/12 

5/11 

SIS 

5 « 

12/12 

6^12 

12/12 

E P C 

4 1 e + 0 2 

2.7e+0O 

2.3e+02 

2.8e«00 

6.8e+01 

3.3etOO 

2.0e+O2 

2.7e*00 

3.7e+02 

3.4e*00 

3.0e+01 

6.1e-01 

1.2e+02 

2.3e4^00 

8.0e-03 

8.0e-03 

5.4e+02 

1.4e*01 

2.0e401 

8.0e-O1 

2.4e+00 

7.6€-02 

8.7e+03 

5.4e+02 

9.1e+0t 

1.7e*01 

1.0e+01 

3.2e-01 

1.9e+00 

4.1e-<)1 

1.2e+02 

6.7e«00 

3.8e+00 

3.8e+00 

3.2e+04 

3.2e+04 

9 0 e t 0 3 

9.3e«^02 

5.6e-01 

9.0e-02 

3.2e+01 

3.2e«01 

U n i t s 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

ppm 

p p m 

Statistical Measure 

95% Chel>yshev 

MAX 

95% Chebyshev 

MAX 

9 9 % Chet>yshev (MVUE) 

M A X 

9S*/. Chebyshev 

95V. Cl ir l tysl irv M V U E 

9 5 % Chebyshev 

9S ' / , Clicbyshcv M V U E 

95% Chebyshev 

9 5 % H- UCL 

9 5 % Chebyshev 

9.<:^Chebysl ievMVUE 

MAX 

MAX 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

C h e b y s h e v - Invest igate 

Cheliyshev - Investigate 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

Chebyshev - Invest igate 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

C h e b y s h e v • Invest iga te 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

95% UCL 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

9 5 % Chebyshev 

MAX 

9 9 % Chevyshev 

9 5 % Chebyshev (MVUE) 

95% H-UCL 

9 5 % H-UCL 

r-
o 
o 
o 
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1 TABLE 1 cont inued 

Sc"*"^- : : T;. . .^. .ui i ie: 

Exposure Point 

Building Interior 

uurrent/Future Medium: Building Dust Exposure Medium: Building Dust 

Chemical of Concern 

Aroclor 1254 

Arsenic 

Concentration 
Detected 

Min 

49e+(X) 

26e+(X) 

Max 

8.36+03 

94e*01 

Units 

ppm 

ppm 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

32/32 

32«2 

EPC 

2.1e+03 

1.9e+01 

UnHs 

ppm 

ppm 

StatisUcai Measure 

95% UCL-T 

95% UCL-T 

in 
t~-
o 
o 
o 
in 

Scenario Timeframe: 

Exposure Point 

Area A with outliers 

without outliers 

te'l?S"^ch°"«51SSC2i 
chemical) 

Future Medium: Site Soil Exposure Medium: All Soils 

Ctiemical of Concern 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Dibenz(a,h)anlhracene 

Aldrin 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Concentration 
Detected 

Min 

4.3e-02 

4.2e-02 

2.2e-03 

2.8e-02 

1.5e04 

3.4e-03 

7 3e-03 

54e-03 

14e-01 

6.0O-01 

Max 

1.4e+01 

2.1e«00 

2.7e+01 

1.1e+03 

1.0e+03 

4.3e+01 

3.2e+01 

7.3e+00 

1.3e+03 

9.2O+01 
J 

Units 

ppm 

ppm 

(jpm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

45/100 

22/100 

39/87 

am 

68/97 

22/94 

9/99 

13/84 

99^9 

96/101 

EPC 

1.3e+00 

8.5e-01 

5.3e-01 

6.3e-01 

2.4e+00 

1.3e-»00 

6.3et01 

1.1e«01 

1.1et02 

8.0e+01 

2.9e+00 

2.6e-01 

1.8e+00 

1.2e-01 

9.1e-01 

9.1e-01 

1.5e+02 

1.2e+02 

2.1e+01 

2.1e+01 

Units 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Mpin 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Statistical Measure 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 

95% Chevyshev 



*. AbLE 1 Continued 1 

1 Scenario Timeframe: 

« = - : : : . . - . - - . , . . 

Area B with outliers 

Wi t l iou t out l iers 
(presented on second 
line lor each individual 
chemical) 

Future Medium: 

Ct iemical o f Concern 

Trichloroethylene 

Ben2o(a)anthracene 

Ben2o(a)pyrene 

Ben2o(b)nuoranthene 

Ben2o(k)fluoranlh0ne 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,8-TCDO 

4.4-DDE 

4.4'.OOT 

AMrin 

alpha-BHC 

Aroclor 1242 

Site Soils Exposure Med ium: All Soils 

Concentrat ion 
Detected 

M in 

1.0e-03 

4.1e-02 

4.2e-02 

4.3e-02 

S.8e-02 

4.1e-02 

8.4e-02 

3.0e-05 

4.4e-04 

7.4e-03 

6.4e-03 

2.0e-03 

9.0e-01 

Max 

4.7e+01 

9.2e+02 

5.2e+02 

4.6e+02 

4.5e+02 

7.5e+01 

2.6e+02 

BOema 

9.7e+03 

2.5e+04 

1.1e+03 

3.0e4^00 

5.6e+03 

1 Units 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Frequency 

r DetTCtion 

36/55 

29^5 

29/55 

30/55 

28«5 

20/55 

25«5 

3Q 

25«2 

7/53 

16«2 

9/52 

8/52 

EPC 

8.4e+00 

2.0e*00 

1.1e^02 

2.2e*00 

84e+01 

2.1e*00 

2.8e+01 

3.4e»00 

6.3e+01 

2.4e»00 

1.4e+01 

1.8e+00 

35e+01 

1.9e«00 

-

8.0e-04 

1.0e+03 

2.1e»01 

2.5e+03 

9.7e-01 

1.2e+02 

1.7e*01 

30e+00 

9.1e-01 

81et02 

2.9e*01 

Uni ts 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Statist ical Measure 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebysliev 

96% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

95% UCL 

99% Chevyshev MVUE 

96% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

96% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

MAX 

95% Chebyshev 

96% Chebyshev 

MAX 

MAX 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Cheliyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

MAX 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

•5% Chebyshev { 

VO 

o 
o 
o 
in 



TABLE 1 Continued 

P - " - . ; . ...->n;iidine: 

Exposure Point 

Area B with outliers 
continued 

Without outliers 
(presented on s^ond 
line for each individual 
chemnal) 

Future Medium: 

Chemical of Concern 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieklrin 

Endrin aMehyde 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heplachtor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Site Soils 

Concent ra t ion 
Detected 

9.8e-02 

1.7e-02 

3.2e-04 

2.9e-04 

1.1e-01 

2.1e-03 

6.3e-03 

1.1e-04 

3.3e-01 

1.5e-01 

7.7e-01 

2 9e+04 

1.3e+05 

1.0e+04 

1.7e+03 

8.2e+03 

3.0et01 

1.2e+03 

3.8e+00 

3.2e+04 

1.4e+05 

1.1e+03 

Exposure Med ium: All Soils 

Units 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Frequency 

Detect ion 

15^3 

48/54 

18/48 

23«1 

5/36 

8/52 

19/49 

SIS 

5/5 

55^5 

55/55 

EPC 

3.1e+03 

4.6e*02 

1.4e+04 

I.8e+03 

1.3e+03 

3.1e*01 

1.8e»02 

4.0e+00 

1.2e+03 

3.2e-01 

7.3O+00 

6.4e-01 

1.4e+02 

4.1e+00 

_ 
3.8e*00 

3.2e+04 

1.6e+04 

2.2e+03 

4.6e^01 

2.6e+01 

Units 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 
DPm 
ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

ppm 

Statistical Measure 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

Chebyshev - Investigate 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

96% Chebyshev 

MAX 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

95% Chebyshev 

96% Chebyshev 

MAX 
MAX 
MAX 

MAX 

95% Chebyshev 

96% Chebyshev 

95% H-UCL 

96% H-UCL 

i;i o o o 
-J 

The tables present the chemicals of coticern (COCs) and ex( 
atid in surface and subsurface soils (i.e., the concentrati 
m<dia). The tables include the range of concentrations df 
ol times the chemical was detected in 'he samples collectf 
derived. Because of the small number cf samples, the maxi 
ori the statistical distribution of conr.aminants fcund at • 
L IS Vegas for assistance in evaluating the EPCs for these 
outliers were present. Therefore, where outliers were id^ 
tlie recommendations from the Support Center and their anal 
the 95* and 99% Chebyshev, and Chebyshev-Investigate, whei 
Center for EPA which is provided as Appendix I to the HHRA 
ppm is equivalent to mg/kg 

osure point concentration for each of the COCs detected 
ons that was used to estimate the exposure and risk fron 
tected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detect! 
d at the site), the exposure point concentration (EPC), 
mum detected concentration was used as the EPC f r̂r some 
he site. Region II contacted ORD's Statistical Technical 
chemicals. Based on the Support Center's analysis, it w 
ntified the EPCs are presented with outliers and without 
ysis of the data, the EPCs were calculated using the 95» 
f appropriate. The recommendations are outlined in the 
in the RI. Pro-UCL Version 2 was used in the calculatl 

inside the buildings 
each CCX: In each 
on (i.e., the number 
and how the EPC was 
ot the samples. Based 
Support Center In 
as determined that 
outliers. Based on 
UCL, the 95* H-UCL, 
memo from the Support 
on of the EPCs. 
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Conceptii^' ^tit: iviodel - Selection of Exposure Pathways 

Scenario 
Tim»f' '"--

Currenl 

Cunent/Future 

1 Future 

M«<* i< i— 

Surface Soil 

BuiMing Dust 

Site Soils 

SHe Soils 

kxposure 
Medium 

Surface SoH 

Building Dust 

Air 

All Soils 

1 

Exposure 
Point 

Surface Soil 

Both Area A and 
AreaB 

Building Interior 

IndnnrAir 

Both Area A and 
AreaB 

Surface and 
Subsurface Soil 

Both /Vrea A and 
AreaB 

Receptor 
Population 

Trespasser 

Site Worker 
(outdoor) 

Site Worker 
(indoor) 

SHe Worker 
(indoor) 

Trespasser 

Silo Worker 
(Outdoor) 

Construction 
Worker 

* 

Receptor 
Age 

Youth 

Adult 

AduH 

Adutt 

Youth 

AduH 

Adult 

Exposure 
Route 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation of 
particulates 

Inhalation of 
volatiles 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation of 
particulates 

Inhalatkxi of 
volatiles 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Inhalation of 
volatiles 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation of 
particulates 

Inhalation of 
volatiles 

Dermal 

Ingestkin 

Inhalation of 
particulates 

Inhalation of 
volatiles 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation of 
particulates 

Inhalation ot 
volatiles 

Onsite/ 
onsite 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHo 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHa 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-site 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

On-sHe 

Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Pathway 

Evidence ol trespasser aclivily on-sHe. 

Evidence o( trespasser aclivHy on-site. 

Evklence of trespasser activity on-sHe. 

Evidence of trespasser activity on-sHe. 

Current and likely future land use is industrial. 

Current and likely future land use is industrial. 

Current and likely future land use Is industrial. 

Current and likely future land use is industrial. 

Cun^ent and likely future land use is Industrial. 

Current and likely future land use Is industrial. 

Indoor air exposures associated vwHh Areas A and B are i>ased 
on current land use (i.e., existing tHjildings) and future land use 
(i.e future building on unpaved areas). Area A evaluated for 
the current scenario and both Areas are evaluated for Ihe 
future scenario. 

Evidence of trespasser activHy on-sHe. 

Evidence of trespasser acthrily on-site. 

EvMenca of trespasser acllvHy on-site. 

Evidence ot trespasser adivHy on-sHe. 

Current and likely future land use is industrial. 

Current and likely future land use Is industrial. 

Current and likely future land use is industrial. 

Current and likely future land use is industrial 

Potential redevelopment or redesign of the sHe Is plausible. 
/Assumes construction worker would have a combined soil 
exposure by excavating through both layers. 

Potential redevekipmeni or redesign of the sNe It plausible, 

exposure by excavating through both layers. | 

Potential redevekipmeni or redesign of the site Is plausible. 
/Vssumes construction worker would have a combined soil 
exposure by excavating through both layers | 

Potential redevek)pmen( or redesign of Ihe sHe It plausible. 
Assumes construclkm worker would have a combined soil 
exposure by excavating through both layers | 



Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary 

Pathway: (ngestion/Dermai 

Clwmical of Cenewn 

Arsenic 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrane 

Benzo(b)f1uoranthsne 

Benzo(k)fluoranthsne 

Chrysane 

Dibenz(a ,h)anthrac8ne 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3.7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4-DDT 

alph-BHC 

Aidrin 

dieldrin 

I ndrin aldehyde 

9 ; mma-Chlordane 

H i itachlor 

Her achlor epoxide 

Dio>' i - l ikePCBs 

Nond ixin-like PCBs 

Aroclor 242 

Aroclor l A t 

Aroclor 1 54 

Total PCE 

Trichloroel. ytene 

Chronic/ 
Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronte 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

OrallHD 
valut 

3.0e-04 

N/A 

W A 

N/A 

M/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

5.0e-04 

N/A 

3.0e-05 

5.0e-05 

3.0e-04 

5.0e-04 

5.0e-04 

1.3e-05 

N/A 

N/A 

7.0e-O5 

2.0e-05 

2.0e-O5 

N/A 

30e -04 

I -

Oral RfD 
in i t t 

m0/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

,N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

Damwl 
RID 

3.0e-O4 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

S.Oe-04 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

5.0e-04 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

7.0e-05 

2.0e-05 

2.0e-05 

N/A 

N/A 

DarmalRfD 
units 

mg/lcg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

Prtmary 
Target 
Organ 

SIdn 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

I^A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Uver 

N/A 

Ljver 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

N/A 

N/A 

Fetus 

Eya/ 
Immune 

Eye/ 
Immune 

N/A 

Liver 

Combined 
Uncertainty 
Modifying 

Ftetors 

3 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

N/A 

1000 

100 

100 

300 

300 

1000 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

300 

300 

N/A 

3000 

Souretsof 
iUD: 

Targtt 
Organ 

IRIS 

IRIS: 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS: 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS: 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

Datatof KID: 

04/30A)1 

-

~ 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

04/30A>1 

-

04«V01 

04/30rt)1 

' OAiJomi 

04/30*1 

P4/30rt)1 

04/30*1 

Based on EPA, 1996 
reassessment of PCB cancer 

toxicity 

Addressed based on Aroclor 
1016 and 1254 available in 
IRIS database. See also ~ 

EPA 1996 reassessment of . 
PCB cancer toxicHy. 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

08/09/02 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

Addressed as Aroclors 1016 
and 1254 consistent with 

IRIS Chemical fi les. 

NCEA 02/26*2 
Based on 
2001 TCE 

reassessment. 

500079 



Chemical of Concam 

'Arsenic 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)nuoranthene 

Chrysene 

0iben2(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2.3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4-DDE 

4,4-DDT 

alph-BHC 

Aldrin 

1 'eldrin 

Er 'rin aldehyde 

gan -na-Chlordane 

Hep l -hlor 

Hepta- i lor epoxide 

Dioxin- <e PCBs 

Nondio) i- l ike PCBs 

Aroc lor ' 142 

Aroclor 1 48 

Aroclor 12 4 

Total PCBs 

Trichloroelh lene 

Chronic/ 
Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronk! 

Chronic 

CNS: Central Nervous System 
N/A: No inforr lat ion available 
IRIS: Integral, d Risk Information Systerr 
HEAST: Heall i Effects Assessment Sun 
NCEA: Nation ll Center for Environmenia 

This labia provides non-carcinogenic ris 
used lo develop oral reference doses (Rf 

innalji ion 
RtC Valua 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

H/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

7.0e-01 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

4.0e+01 

, U.S. EPA 
imary Tables 
1 Assessmen 

t information 
Ds) . 

Inhalation 
RfC Units 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

I *A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg /m ' 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

m g / m ' 

- 1997 with Uf 
1 - Super fund ' 

Summary 
which is releva 

RfD 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

2.0e^>4 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

7.0e^)5 

2.0e-05 

2.0e-05 

N/A 

l . l e - 0 2 

xJates bySuf 
fechnlcal Su| 

of Toxici 
nl to Ihe con 

mnaiation 
M D u n i a 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

l « A 

t « A 

N/A 

N/A ' 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg- day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg- day 

mg/kg- day 

N/A 

mg/kg- day 

lerfund Techn lc 
)por1 Center, U.S 

ty Assessm 
aminants of con 

Pnmary 
Targal 
Organ 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

t4/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Liver 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Fetus 

Eye/ 
Immune 

Eye/ 
Immune 

N/A 

CNS 

al Support Ce 
5. EPA 

ent 
cern. When 

Combinad 
Uncartainty 

Factors 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

t ^ A 

1000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

300 

300 

N/A 

1000 

nter, U.S. EPA 

available, the c 

Sources of 
WORID; 
Target 
Organ 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS: 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS: 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS. 
HEAST 

IRIS: 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

IRIS; 
HEAST 

NCEA 

NCEA 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

I4CEA 

NCEA 

hronic toxicity 

DatM: 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

* — 

0 4 / 3 0 * 1 

-

-

-

-

08*9 /02 

0 4 / 3 0 * 1 

0 4 / 3 0 * 1 

-

02 /26*2 
Basedon 
2001 TCE 

reassessment. 

data have been 

500080 



Pathway: Ingest ion, Dermal 

Ctiemical of Concern 

Arsenic 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrsne 

Benzo(b)f)uoranthene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracena 

lndeno(1.2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,B-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

4.4'-DDT 

alph-BHC 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Endrin aldehyde 

gamma-Chi rdane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor ep tide 

Dioxin-like PCI ; 

Nondioxin-like PC 3s 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

/kioclof 1254 

Total PCBs 

Trichloroethylene 

Oral 
Cancer 
Slope 
Factor 

1.5e+00 

7.3e-01 

7.3e+00 

7.3e-01 

7.3e-02 

7.3e-03 

7.3e+00 

7.3e-01 

1.5e*05 

3.4e-01 

3.4e-01 

6.3e+00 

1.7e+01 

1.6e+01 

N/A 

3.Se-01 

4.5e+00 

9.1e+00 

1.5e+05 

2.0e+00 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

2.0e-i-00 

4.0e-01 

TABI F 4 
Cancer Toxicity Data Summaiy 

Units 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

HIA 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day> 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

Adjusted 
Cancer 
Slope 
Factor 

(for [)ennal) 

15»t-00 

7.3e-01 

7.3e+00 

7.30O1 

7.3e-02 

7.3a-03 

7.3»t-00 

7.3»<J1 

1.5e*05 

N/A 

3.4e-01 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

3.5e-01 

N/A 

N/A 

1.5e+05 

2.0e+00 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

2.0e+00 

N/A 

Slope Factor 
Units 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

^ 1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

t^A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

WeIgM of 
Evidence/ 

Cancer Guideline 
Description 

A 

B2 

B2 

B2 

B2 

B2 

B2 

B2 

B2 

82 

B2 

82 

82 

B2 

N/A 

82 

82 

82 

82 

82 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

82 

BI 

Source 

IRIS 

EPA 

IRIS 

EPA 

EPA 

EPA 

EPA 

EPA 

HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS; HEA5T 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

HEAST 

IRIS 

Date 

04/30*1 

07*1/93 

04/30*1 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

11*1/00 

07/31/97 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

-

03/30*1 

03/30/01 

03/30*1 

07/31/97 
Based on 1996 PCB 

reassessment 

04/30/01 Based on 1996 
PCB reassessment 

Based on total PCBs. 

IRIS 

NCEA 

04/30*1 

2/26/02 Based on 2001 
TCE reassessment 
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P a t h w a y : I n h a l a t i o n 

Chemical o f Concern 

Arsenic 

. Benzo(a)anthraeena 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)nuoranth«na 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

0ibenz(8 ,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,B-TCDD 

4,4-DDE 

4,4'-DDT 

alph-BHC 

/Udrin 

Dieldrin 

Endrin aldehyde 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor e >oxide 

Dioxin-like PC Is 

Nondioxin-like f- " B i 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Total PCBs 

Trichloroethylene 

Key 
N/A: No information ivailab 
HEAST: Health Effe ts Ass 
IRIS: Integrated Ris:. Infor 
NCEA: National Cem r for 

This table provides can. no 
routes of exposure. 

Unit 
Risk 

4.3»-03 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

l*A 

N/A 

3.3e+01 

N/A 

9.7e-05 

1.8e-03 

4.9e-03 

4.6e-03 

N/A 

1.0e-04 

1.3e-03 

2.6e-03 

3.3e+01 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1.1e-04 

le 
sessment Si 
nation Syste 
Environmen 

genic risk in 

Uni ts 

1/(ufl/m») 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(ug/m') 

N/A 

1/(ug/m') 

1/(ug/m') 

1/(ug/m') 

1/(ug/m') 

N/A 

1/(ug/m') 

1/(ug/m>) 

1/(ug/m') 

1/(ug/m') 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(ug/m') 

Jrifimary Tables, U 
im, U.S. EPA 
tal Assessment, U 

formation which Is 

1 M O i - c H con i inuea 

Inhalat ion 
Cancer 
Slope 
Factor 

^JSe*o^ 

3.1e^)1 

3.1»+00 

3.1*-01 

3.1e-02 

3.1a-03 

3.1e+00 

3.1e41 

15e*05 

N/A 

3.4e-01 

6.3ei'00 

1.7e+01 

1.6e+01 

N/A 

3.5e-01 

4.6e+00 

9.1e+00 

1.5*1-05 

4.0e-01 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

4.0e-01 

4.0e-01 

Uni ts 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg*g-day) 

1/(m9*B-d«y) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(nig*g-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

UIA 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

Weight o f 
Evidence/ 

Cancer Guidel ine 
Descr ipt ion 

A 

B2 

B2 

82 

B2 

82 

82 

82 

82 

N/A 

B2 

82 

82 

82 

N/A 

S2 

82 

82 

B2 

B2 

N/A 

f*A 

N/A 

B2 

N/A 

Source 

IRIS 

EPA 

NCEA 

EPA 

EPA 

EPA 

EPA 

EPA 

HEAST 

IRIS; HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS; HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

HEAST 

IRIS 

Date 

04/30*1 

07*1/93 

11*1*0 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

07*1/93 

07/31/97 

-

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

-

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

04/30*1 

07/31/97 Based on 1996 
PCB reassessment 

04/30/01 Based o n l 996 
PCB reassessment 

Based on total PCBs 

IRIS 

NCEA 

04/30*1 

02/26/02 Based on 2001 
TCE reassessment. 

E P A G r o u p : 

A - Human carcinogen 
S. EPA B I - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates that limited human data are available 

B2 - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates sufficient evidence in 
.S. EPA animals associated with the site and inadequate or no-

evidence in humans 
C - Possible human carcinogen 
0 - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen 
E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity 

S u m m a r y o f T o x i c i t y A s s e s s m e n t 
relevant to the contaminants of concern. Toxicity data are provided for both the oral and inhalation 
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TABLE 5 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1E-6 
Reasonable Max imum Exposure (RME) 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

Current 
Trespasser 
Youth (age 10-18 years) 

Exposure Point 

Area A 

Chemical of Concern 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Aldrin 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

ingestion 

1.4e-06 

1.1e-05 

4.96-05 

9.5e-06 

Inhalation 

4.4e-1Q 

2.5e-08 

2.3e-07 

3.8e-09 

Dermal 

1.76-06 

-

6.5e-05 

2.76-06 

Surface Soil Area A Risk • 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

Current 
Trespasser 
Youth (agel 0-16 years) 

Exposure Point 

Area 8 with 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Ben20(a)pyrene 

Ben20(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Ditienz(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

3.26-06 

1.1e-05 

1.16-04 

1.26-05 

1.4e-04 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.1e-05 

1.2e-04 

3.4e-06 

1.0e-06 

1.5e-05 

5.9e-06 

8.3e-05 

1.3e-05 

1.0e-06 

1.0e-04 

7.7e-05 

3.9e-02 

4.4e-03 

1.2e-03 

3.3e-06 

Inhalation 

1.5e-06 

3.7e-Oa 

5.0e-09 

2.1e-10 

1.4e-09 

8.4e-10 

3.2e-09 

-

3.06-06 

7.5e-07 

2.4e-07 

1.5e-06 

2.16-05 

6.06-06 

1.36-09 

Dermal 

2.6e-05 

1.5e-04 

4.2e-06 

1.3e-06 

1.96-05 

7.36-06 

2.4e-05 

-

-

-

-

1.16-02 

5.8e-03 

1.7e-03 

9.5e-07 

Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk* > 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs « 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

4.66-05 

2.6e-04 

7.76-06 

' 2.36-06 

3.46-05 

• 1.3e-05 

1.16-04 

1.36-05 

1.16-06 

1.06-04 

7.7e-05 

5.06-02 

I.Oe-02 

2.9e-03 

4.36-06 

3.6e-03 

6.0e-02 
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\ 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

T A B L E 5 continued 
Current 
Trespasser 
Youth (agel 0-18 years) 

Exposure Point 

Area B without 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concern 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

2,3,7,6.TCDD 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1.46-06 

8.36-05 

1.86-05 

4.26-06 

3.96-02 

4.46-03 

1.3e-04 

3.3e-06 

Inhalation 

4.4e-10 

3.26-09 

1.4e-07 

1.36-08 

1.5e-06 

2.16-05 

6.16-07 

1.3e-09 

Dermal 

1.76-06 

2.4e-05 

-

-

l.le-02 

5.86-03 

1.7e-04 

9.56-07 

Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) Risk* * 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs > 

Scenario Tl neframe: 
Receptor Po lulation: 
Receptor Ag : 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

i urface Soli 

Exposure Routes 
ToUl 

3.26-06 

1.1e-04 

1.86-05 

4.26-06 

5.06-02 

I.Oe-02 

3.06-04 

4.36-06 

446-04 

6.06-02 

Current 
Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area A 

Chemical of Concern 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Ben20(a)pyrene 

Ben20(b)fluoranth6ne 

Dlbenz(a,h)anthracene 

Aldrin 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

7.1e-07 

6.4e-06 

9.2e-07 

1.1e-06 

4.96-05 

2.26-04 

4.36-05 

Inhalation 

2.76-09 

1.0e-08 

6.8e-09 

5.9e-10 

5.86-07 

8.96-06 

1.4e-7e 

Dermal 

6.16-07 

5.56-06 

7.9e-07 

9.7e-07 

-

21e-04 

8.66-06 

Surface Soil Area A Risk * 

Exposure Routes Total 

' ,1.36-06 

1.26-05 

1.76-06 

2.16-06 

56-05 

4.46-04 

5.26-05 

5.66-04 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

T A B L E 5 continued 
Current 
Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area B with 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concern 

Trichloroethylene 

Benzo(a)anthracen6 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthen6 

Chrysene 

Dibenz(a,h)anthrac6ne 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7.8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4'-DDT 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chiordane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

S 

Total Risk for Oioj 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

7.06-O8 

9.46-05 

5.3e-04 

1.66-05 

4.66-06 

8.56-07 

6.9e-05 

2.76-05 

3.8e-04 

5.86-05 

2.1e06 

4.8e-06 

4.66-04 

1.16-06 

2.76-06 

3.56-04 

1.66-01 

2e-2 

5.7e-03 

1.5e-05 

urface Soil (Ar 

cin-like PCBs a 

Inhalation 

1.8e-06 

3.66-07 

6.66-07 

1.26-07 

5.0e-09 

1.16-08 

3.6e-08 

2.16-08 

1.26-07 

-

6.46-09 

6.96-07 

1.76-05 

3.66-10 

9.6e-08 

5.66-06 

5.9e-05 

8,0e-04 

2.3e-04 

4.9e-08 

Dermal 

8.1 e ^ 

4.66-04 

1.36-05 

4.06-06 

7.36-07 

5.96-05 

2.36-05 

7.56-05 

-

4.2e-07 

-

-

2.96-07 

-

-

3.5e-02 

1.86-2 

5.36-03 

3.06-06 

sa B with Outliers) Risk* * 

nd Nondioxin-like PCBs •• 

Exposure Routes Total 

1.96-06 

1.8e-04 

9.96-04 

2.96-05 

8.66-06 

1.66-06 

1.3e-04 

5.06-05 

4.5e-04 

5.86-05 

2.66-06 

546-06 

4.86-04 

1.46-06 

2.86-06 

3.66-04 

2.06-01 

3.96-02 

1.16-02 

1.8e-05 

1.46-02 

2.46-01 
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T A B L E 5 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adutt 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure Point 

Area B without 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Bet«o(a)anthraoene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

2,3,7.6-TCOD 

4,4'-DDE 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

ingestion 

6.2e07 

6.46-06 

7.66-07 

1.46-06 

3.86-04 

1.56-06 

6.36-05 

1.96-05 

1.66-01 

2.06-02 

5.8e-04 

1.56-05 

Inhalation 

2.46-9 

I.Oe-08 

5.66-09 

7.46-10 

1.26-07 

3.1e-06 

3.16-07 

5.96-05 

7.96-04 

2.36-05 

4.96-08 

Derrnal 

5.36-07 

5.5e06 

6.5e-07 

1.26-06 

7.5e-05 

3.5e-02 

1.66-02 

5.46-04 

3.0e-06 

Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) Risl(* " 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs • 

Exposure Routes Total 

1.26-06 

1.26-05 

1,46-06 

2.6606 

4.56-04 

1.5e-06 

8.66-05 

1.96-05 

2.0e-01 

3.9602 

1.16-03 

1.8e-05 

1.76-03 

2.4e-01 

Scenario Timefra ie: Current/Future 
Receptor Populati ^n: Site Wori<er (Indoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Building 
Dust 

Site Soils 

Exp sure 
Me ium 

Build!) 1 
Dust 

Air 

Exposure Point 

Building Interior 

Indoor Air- Area B 

Chemical of Concem 

Arsenic 

l.l-Dichloroethylene 

Bezene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

5.16-06 

-

Inhalation 

-

1.4e-05 

2.2e-06 

4.8e-06 

9.96-04 

8.2e-06 

Dermal 

2.06-06 

-

Indoor (Area B) R isk* 

Exposure Routes Total 

7.16-06 

1.4e-05 

2.2e-06 

4.86-06 

9.96-04 

8.26-06 

1.06-03 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

T A B L E 5 continued 
Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (age 10-18 years) 

Exposure Point 

Area B wnth 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fIuoranthene 

Dib6n2(a,h)anthrac6ne 

lnd6no(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4'-DDT 

Aldrin 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.36-07 

5.66-06 

4.26-05 

1.46-06 

7.16-06 

1.86-06 

8.36-05 

2.4e<6 

5.86-05 

1.46-04 

1.3e-06 

1.46-03 

3.06-05 

2.3e-06 

9.06-05 

3.96-02 

4.4€-03 

2.2e-03 

4.8e-06 

Inhalation 

1.26-06 

4.26-09 

1.3e-08 

2.16-09 

6.66-10 

2.5e-10 

3.26-09 

-

3.36-08 

3.36-07 

3.86-08 

1.06-05 

1.2e-09 

1.6e-08 

2.86-07 

1.5e-06 

2.1e-05 

1.0e-05 

1.96-09 

Dennal 

6.96-06 

5.26-05 

1.76-06 

6.76-06 

2.26-06 

2.46-05 

-

1.76-05 

-

-

-

1.16-05 

-

-

1.16-02 

5.86-03 

2.96-03 

1.46-06 

All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* -

Total Risk for Dioj (in-like PCBs a nd Nondioxin-like PCBs = 

Exposure Routes Total 

1.46-06 

1.3e-05 

9.56-05 

3.26-06 

1,66-05 

3.96-06 

1.1e-04 

2.46-05 

7.56-05 

1.4e-04 

1.36-06 

1.46-03 

4.16-05 

2.36-06 

9.0e-O5 

5.06-02 

1.0e-02 

5.1e-03 

6.2e-06 

7.16-03 

6.06-02 

500087 



Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

T A B L E 5 continued 
Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (age 10-18 years) 

Exposure Point 

Area B virithout 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

DioxIn-IIke PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1.16-06 

9.16-07 

8.3e-£» 

2.06-05 

3.46-05 

2.66-06 

3.96-02 

4.46-03 

3.16-04 

2.6e-06 

Inhalation 

3.36-10 

8.56-11 

3.26-09 

4.76-08 

2.66-07 

8.16-09 

1.56-06 

2.16-05 

1.56-06 

1,0e-09 

Dennal 

1.3e-06 

1.16-06 

2.46-05 

-

-

-

1.16-02 

5.86-03 

4.16-04 

7.46-07 

All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk' ' 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs « 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Populatioi, 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soil 

Expos ire 
MediL -n 

All Soils 

Future 
Site Wori<er (Outdoo 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area A vyrith 
Outliers 

_. _. 

r) 

Chemical of Concem 

Ben20(a)pyr6ne 

Dltienz(a,h)anthrac6ne 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Exposure Routes Total 

2.4e-06 

2.0e-06 

1.1e-04 

2.06-05 

3.46-05 

2.66-06 

5.06-02 

I.Oe-02 

7.36-04 

3.36-06 

9.06-04 

6.0e-02 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

3.06-06 

1.26-06 

1.3e-05 

1.56-05 

2.56-06 

2.6e-06 

9.76-05 

9.96-06 

Inhalation 

4.86-09 

6.46-10 

1.56-07 

5.56-07 

9.16-08 

4.2e-08 

3.96-06 

3.2e-08 

Dermal 

2.6e-06 

I.Oe-06 

-

-

-

-

9.06-05 

2.06-06 

AM Soils (Area A with Outliers) Risk -

Exposure Routes Total 

5.66-06 

2.36-06 

1.3e-05 

1.5e-05 

2.6e-06 

2.6e-06 

1.9e-04 

1.2e-05 

2.4e-04 
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Scenario rimeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

T A B L E 5 continued 
Future 
Site Wori^er (Outdoor) 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area A without 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Benzo(a)p/rene 

Diben2(a,h)anthracene 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.06-06 

1,26-06 

7,06-06 

1.36-06 

2.66-06 

7.76-05 

9.96-06 

Inhalation 

3.16-09 

6.46-10 

8.26-08 

4.9e-08 

4.26-08 

3.16-06 

3.2e-08 

Dermal 

1.76-06 

I.Ofr-06 

-

-

-

7.16-05 

2.06-06 

All Soils (Area A without Outliers) Risk -

Exposure Routes Total 

3.66-06 

2.3e-06 

7.06-06 

1.46-06 

2.66-06 

1.56-04 

1.26-05 

1.86-04 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ail Soils 

T A B L E 5 continued 
Future 
Site Woriter (Outdoor) 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area B wnth 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

Benzo(a)anthracen6 

B6nzo(a)pyr6ne 

B6nzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Dibenz(a.h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4-DDE 

4,4'-DDT 

Aldrin 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1,16-06 

2.56-05 

1.96-04 

6.46-06 

1.46-06 

3.26-05 

8.0e-06 

3.8e-04 

1.16-04 

2.76-04 

6.4e-04 

5.96-06 

6.36-03 

1.36-04 

1.06-05 

4.1e-04 

1.6e-01 

2.0e-02 

9.96-03 

2.2e-05 

Inhalation 

2.86-05 

9 . 7 6 ^ 

3.16-07 

4.76-08 

1.6e-09 

1.76-08 

6.26-09 

l.2e-07 

-

7.9e-07 

7.66-06 

8.66-07 

2.46-04 

4.4e-08 

3.7e-07 

6.56-06 

5.96-05 

7.9e-04 

4.06-04 

7.26-08 

Demnal 

2.2e05 

1.76-04 

5,56-06 

1.26-06 

2.86-05 

6.96-06 

7.5e-Q5 

-

5.3e-05 

-

-

-

3.6e-05 

-

-

3.56-02 

1.Be-02 

9.26-03 

4.3e-06 

All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* > 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs * 

Exposure Routes Total 

2.96-05 

4.76-05 

3.66-04 

1.26-05 

2,7606 

6,06-05 

1,56-05 

4,5e-04 

1.1e-04 

3.2e-04 

6.5e-04 

6.86-06 

6.56-03 

1.7e-04 

1.16-05 

4.26-04 

2.06-01 

3.96-02 

1.96-02 

2.66-05 

2.96-02 

2.46-01 
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T A B L E 5 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Site Woriter (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure Point 

Area B without 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

B6nzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranth6ne 

Dlbenz(a, h)anthracene 

2,3.7,&-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

Aldrin 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.56-07 

4.86-06 

7.86-07 

4.16-06 

3,86-04 

2,26-06 

g,1e-05 

1,8e-06 

1.66-04 

1,26-05 

1.66-01 

2.0e-02 

1.46-03 

1.2e-05 

Inhalation 

6.66-06 

7,86-09 

5.86-09 

2.26-09 

1.26-07 

1.1e-06 

2.6e-07 

5.9e-06 

1.96-07 

5.9e-05 

7.96-04 

5.7e-05 

396-08 

Derrrwil 

4.16-06 

6.76-07 

3.56-06 

7.5e-05 

3.56-02 

1.Be-02 

1.36-03 

2.3e-06 

All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 

Exposure Routes Total 

6,66-06 

9.0e-06 

1.56-06 

7.7e-06 

4.56-04 

2.26-06 

9.2e-05 

2.16-06 

1.6e-04 

1.26-05 

2.06-01 

3.96-02 

2.86-03 

1.46-05 

3.56-03 

2.46-01 

500091 



Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

- ^ • 

• 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ail Soils 

Future 
Construction Worker 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area B ̂ nth 
Outliers 

J 

T A B L E 5 continued 

Chemical of Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

Ben20(a)anthrac6ne 

Ben2o(a)pyr6ne 

Benzo(b)fluoranth6ne 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyren6 

2,3,7,8.TCDD 

4,4-DDE 

4,4'.DDT 

Aldrin 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

• 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1,36-07 

3,2e-06 

2,46-05 

8,16-07 

4.16-06 

1.06-06 

4.8e-05 

1.46-05 

3.46-05 

8.16-05 

7.56-07 

8.06-04 

1.76-05 

1.3e-06 

5.2e-05 

2.26-02 

2.5e-03 

1.3e-03 

2.86-06 

Inhalation 

8.76-06 

3.06-08 

9.26-08 

1.5e-08 

4.26-09 

1.76-09 

67e-09 

-

2.36-07 

2.46-06 

2.76-07 

7.56-05 

2.46-09 

1.2e-07 

2.06-06 

3.2e-06 

5.06-05 

2.56-05 

3.96-09 

Dermal 

1.3e-06 

9.56-06 

3.26-07 

1.6e-06 

4,0e-07 

4.36-06 

-

3.0e-06 

-

- . 

-

2.06-06 

-

-

2.06-03 

1.16-03 

5.3e-04 

2.5e-07 

All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* • 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs • 

Exposure Routes Total 

8.96-06 

456-06 

3.4605 

1.16-06 

5.76-06 

1.46-06 

526-05 

1.46-05 

3,7e-05 

8,46-05 

1,06-06 

8,76-04 

1.96-05 

1,46-06 

5.46-05 

2.56-02 

3.66-03 

1.86-03 

3.06-06 

3.06-03 

2.86-02 
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T A B L E 5 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Construction Woricer 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure Point 

Area B without 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

3,26-08 

4,86-05 

1,26-05 

2.06-05 

1,56-06 

2.26-02 

2.5e-03 

1,8e-04 

1,56-06 

Inhalation 

2.16-06 

6,76-09 

3,36-07 

1.9e-06 

5.86-08 

3.26-06 

5.06-05 

3.6606 

2.16-09 

Dermal 

-

4.3e-06 

-

-

-

2.06-03 

1.1e-03 

7.56-05 

1.46-07 

All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk' " 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs « 

Key 

- : Route of exposure is noi applicable to this medium. 
* : Risks associated with D :'xin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs are not included in this total and appear below. 

Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

2.16-06 

S.26-05 

1.26-05 

2,2e-05 

1.5e-06 

2,56-02 

3.6e-03 

2.66-04 

1.66-06 

3.56-04 

2.86-02 

^ « 
The table presents risk estimatt for the significant routes of exposure. These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and 
were developed by taking Into ac ;ount various health-protective assumptions about the frequency and duration of the receptors exposure to surface 
and subsurface soils, as well as : ie toxicity of the COCs. 
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TABLE 6 

Risk Ctiaracterization Summary - Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1 E-4 
Central Tendency Exposure (CTE) 

Scenario Timeframe: Cunent 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (agel 0-18 years) 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure Point 

Area B with 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyr6ne 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Dlbenz(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

5.26-06 

2.96-05 

8.66-07 

3.86-06 

1.5e-06 

2.16-05 

3,26-06 

2.56-05 

1.96-05 

9.86-03 

l.le-03 

3.16-04 

Inhalation 

3.26-09 

7.6e-09 

I.Oe-09 

3.06-10 

1.8e-10 

6.86-10 

-

1.66-07 

5.1e-08 

3.2e-07 

4.46-06 

1.26-06 

Dermal 

2,66-06 

1,56-05 

4.26-07 

1.96-06 

7.3e-07 

2.46-06 

-

-

-

1.1e-03 

5.86-04 

1,76-04 

Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk*« 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

7,76-06 

4.46-05 

1.36-06 

5.7e-06 

2.26-06 

2.36-05 

3.26-06 

2.56-05 

1.96-05 

l.le-02 

1.76-03 

4.86-04 

. . 6.16-04 

1.36-02 
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T A B L E 6 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure Point 

Area B with 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyr6n6 

Ben2o(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(k)fluoranth6ne 

Dlt>enz(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyr6ne 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

DIoxIn-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.46-05 

1.46-04 

4.06-06 

1.26-06 

1.86-05 

6.96-06 

9.7e-05 

1.56-05 

1,26-06 

1,26-04 

9.06-05 

4,56-02 

5.16-03 

1.56-03 

3.96-06 

Inhalation 

9.2e-08 

2,26-07 

3.06-08 

1.36-09 

9 36-09 

5.36-09 

3.26-08 

1.86-07 

4.46-06 

1.46-06 

1.5e-05 

2.06-04 

5.86-05 

1.36-08 

Dermal 

216-06 

1.26-05 

3.46-07 

1,06-07 

1.5e-06 

5.96-07 

1.96-06 

9.1e-04 

4 . 7 6 ^ 

1.36-04 

7.76-08 

Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk* * 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs • 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

2.56-05 . 

1.5e-04 

4.4e-06 

1.36-06 

1,96-05 

7.5e-06 

9.96-05 

1.56-05 

1.46-06 

1.2e-04 

9.26-05 

4.66-02 

5.86-03 

1.76-03 

4.06-06 

' ' 2.2e-03 

5.26-02 

500095 



Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface Soil 

T A B L E 6 continued 
Current 
Site Wori<er (Outdoor) 
Adult 

Exposure Point 

Area B without 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxkle 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1.76-06 

9.76-05 

2.16-05 

4.96-06 

4.56-02 

5.16-03 

1,56-04 

3.96-06 

Inhalation 

2.76-9 

3,26-08 

8,16-07 

7,96-08 

1,56-05 

2,06-04 

6.06-06 

1.3e-08 

Dermal 

1.46-07 

1.96-06 

-

-

9.16-04 

4.7e-04 

1,46-05 

7.76-08 

Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs ' 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

-

Buirding 
Dust 

Site Soils 

i 

Exposure 
Medium 

Building 
Dust 

Air 

Current/Future 
Site Worker (Indoor) 
,\dult 

. xposure Point 

Bui, iing Interior 

Indoc Air-AreaB 

Chemical of Concern 

Arsenic 

1.1-Dichloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

1,86-06 

9.96-05 

2,26-05 

5.0e-06 

4.66-02 

5.8e-03 

1.76-04 

4.0e-06 

3.06-04 

5.2e-02 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1.26-06 

-

-

-

-

Inhalation 

-

3.2e-06 

l.le-06 

2.36-04 

1.9e-06 

Dermal 

4.66-08 

-

-

-

-

Indoor (Area B) Risk = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

' . 1.2e-06 

3,2e-06 

l.le-06 

2.3e-04 

1.96-06 

2 46-04 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

T A B L E 6 continued 
Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (age 10-18 years) 

Exposure Point 

Area B <*hXh 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concern 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyr6ne 

Dibenz(a,h)anthrac6ne 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4'-DDT 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

£ 

Total Risk for Dioj 

Future 
Tresps .ser 
Youth ( ge 10-18 years) 

Expos 're Point 

Area B wi iout 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concern 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

/ 

Total Risk for Dio 

• 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1.46-06 

1,16-05 

1,86-06 

•2,1e-05 

6.16-06 

1,56-05 

3,56-05 

3,56-04 

7,46-06 

2,26-05 

9,86-03 

1,16-03 

5.4e-04 

1.2e-06 

Inhalation 

8.76-10 

2.76^59 

1 46-10 

6.86-10 

-

6.96-09 

6.96-08 

2.26-06 

2.46-10 

5.96-08 

3.26-07 

4.46-06 

2.26-06 

3.96-10 

Dermal 

6.96-07 

5.26-06 

8.76-07 

2.46-06 

-

1,7e-06 

-

-

l.le-06 

-

1.16-03 

5.86-04 

2.96-04 

1,4e-07 

All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* -

cin-like PCBs a nd Nondioxin-like PCBs " 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

2.16-06 

1.66-05 

2.66-06 

2.36-05 

6.16-06 

1.66-05 

3.56-05 

3.56-04 

8.5e-06 

2.36-05 

l.le-02 

1.76-03 

8.4e-04 

1 3e-06 

1 3e-03 

' • 1.36-02 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.16-05 

5,06-06 

8.66-06 

9.86-03 

1.16-03 

7.76-05 

Wl Soils (Area E 

(in-like PCBs a 

Inhalation 

6.8e-10 

9.8e-09 

5.4e-08 

3.26-07 

4.46-06 

3.1e-07 

Demfial 

2,46-06 

-

1.16-03 

5.8e-04 

4.1e-05 

J without Outliers) Risk* » 

nd Nondioxin-like PCBs -

Exposure Routes 
Total 

236-05 

5.0606 

866-06 

1.16-02 

1.76-03 

1.2e-04 

1.6e-04 

1 3e-02 
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Scenario Tinwframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

-

'--

' 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ail Soils 

. 

T A B L E 6 continued 
Future 
Site Wortter (Outdoor) 
Adutt 

Exposure Point 

Area B with 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

B6nzo(a)anthracen6 

B6nzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranth6ne 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyr6ne 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

4,4'-DDE 

4,4'-DDT 

Aldrin 

alpha-BHC 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Total Risk for Dio 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

2.7e-07 

6.56-06 

5.06-05 

1.76-06 

8.36-06 

2.16-06 

9,76-05 

2,96-05 

6.86-05 

1.66-04 

1.56-06 

1.66-03 

3.56-05 

2.7e-06 

l.le-04 

4.56-02 

5.1603 

2.66-03 

5.66-06 

Inhalation 

7.16-06 

2.5e-08 

8.0e-08 

1.2e-08 

4,3e-09 

1.66-09 

3,2e-08 

-

2,06-07 

2.06-06 

2.26-07 

6.16-05 

1,16-08 

9.56-08 

1,76-06 

1,56-05 

2,06-04 

1,0e-04 

1,86-08 

Dermal 

5.6e07 

4.3e-06 

1.46-07 

7.16-07 

1.86-07 

1,96-06 

-

1,46-06 

-

-

-

9,1e-07 

-

-

9,1e-04 

4.76-04 

2.4e-04 

1.16-07 

All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* > 

(in-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs > 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

7.46-06 

7.16-06 

5,46-05 

1,86-06 

9.06-06 

2.26-06 

9.96-05 

2.9e-05 

7.0e-05 

1 7e-04 

1.76-06 

1.76-03 

3.5e-05 

2,7e-06 

1,1e-04 

4.6e-02 

5,86-03 

2.9e-03 

5,76-06 

5,26-03 

5.2e-02 
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T A B L E 6 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure Point 

Area B vinthout 
Outliers 

Chemical of Concern 

Trichloroethylene 

Benzo(a)pyr6ne 

Dlb6nz(a,h)anthrac6ne 

2,3,7,8-TCDD 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

Dioxin-like PCBs 

Nondioxin-like PCBs 

Total PCBs 

Arsenic 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

6.56-08 

1.2e-06 

1,16-06 

9.76-05 

2.3e-05 

4.06-05 

3.06-06 

4,5e-02 

5,1e-03 

3.6e-04 

3.0e-O6 

Inhalation 

1.76-06 

2.06-09 

5.6e-10 

3.26-08 

2.86-07 

1.5e-06 

4.86-08 

1,56-05 

2,06-04 

1,56-05 

1.06-08 

Denrtal 

-

1.16-07 

9.1608 

1.96-06 

-

-

-

9,16-04 

4,76-04 

3,46-05 

6,06-08 

All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk* * 

Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 

Key 

- : Route of exposure is not applicabi to this medium. 
* : Risks associated with Dioxin-like F CBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs are not included in this total and appear below. 

Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

1,8e-06 

1,36-06 

1.26-06 

996-05 

2.46-05 

4.2605 

3,1e06 

4,66-02 

5,86-03 

4,1e-04 

3.16-06 

5,96-04 

5.2e-02 

« 

The table presents risk estimates for the ; gnificant routes of exposure. These risk estimates are based on a central tendency exposure and were 
developed by taking into account various h salth-protective assumptions about the frequency and duration of the receptors exposure to surface and 
subsurface soils, as well as the toxicity of ie COCs. 
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TABLE 7 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) 

Scenario Timeframe: Cun-ent 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

ingestion 

9 

Inhalation 

0 

Dermal 

12 

Surface Soil (Area A) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index -

Eye / Immune Index « 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

21 

21 

21 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aroclor 1254 

Heptachlor 
epoxide 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

230 

5 

Inhalation 

6 

Dermal 

310 

Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Liver Hazard Index > 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

550 

5 

560 

550 
« 

' 5 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (Age • 0-18 years) 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
" Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
without 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aro( lor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

15 

Inhalation 

0 

Dermal 

19 

Surface Soil (Area A without Outliers)/ Receptor Hazard Index Total« 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index « 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

34 

34 

34 
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T A B L E 7 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Site Woriter (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

15 

Inhalation 

3 

Dermal 

14 

Surface Soil (Area A) / Receptor Hazard Index Total« 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total • 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

32 

32 

32 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Site Woricer (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
vkith 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 
epoxide 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Liver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

380 

2 

8 

Inhalation 

76 

Dermal 

350 

Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers)/ Receptor Hazard Index Total » 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 

Liver Hazard Index Total = 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

810 

2 

8 

820 

810 

10 

Scenario Timeframe: Cunent ' , 
Receptor Population: Site Worke. (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age; Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
soil 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
without 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Arc lor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

24 

Inhalation 

3 

Dermal 

22 

Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total • 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

51 

51 

51 
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' T A B L E 7 continued 
' Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Indoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Building 
Dust 

Exposure 
Medium 

Building 
Dust 

Exposure 
Point 

Building 
Interior 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

51 

Inhalation 

-

Dermal 

94 

Building Interior / Receptor Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total • 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

150 

150 

150 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2 

3 

Inhalation 

0 

0 

Dermal 

2 

4 

Site Soils (Area A with Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total -

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

4 

7 

11 

11 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (Agel 0-11 years) 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

•! 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
without 
Outliers 

Ch( nical of 
Cr ncern 

Aroclor', ?54 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2 

Inhalation 

0 

Denmal 

3 

i Site Soils (Area A without Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total • 

,, Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

5 

5 

6 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

-

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

i 

Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
vvith 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

4,4'-DDT 

Aldrin 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 
epoxide 

T A B L E 7 continued 

Prinrary 
Target 
Organ 

Liver 

Liver 

Fetus 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/immune 

Liver 

Uver 

Liver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

3 

2 

6 

83 

380 

13 

1 

6 

Inhalation 

-

0 

2 

9 

-

0 

~ 

Dermal 

1 

8 

110 

510 

-

1 

~ 

Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total -

Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 1M8years) 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
vnthout 
Outliers 

t hemicalof 
Concern 

Aroc r1248 

Arock'r1254 

Site So is (Area B w 

Future 
Site Wort<er (Outdi or) 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
with 
Outliers 

Chem :al of 
Coni ern 

Aroclor 12.8 

Aroclor 12f 4 

Site SoiU (Area) 

Fetus Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Invnune Hazard Index Total > 

Liver Hazard Index Total» 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

4 

2 

15 

200 

900 

13 

2 

6 

1100 

15 

1100 

26 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient ' 

Ingestion 

12 

47 

Inhalation 

0 

1 

Dermal 

16 

63 

thout Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

28 

110 

140 

140 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

3 

5 

Inhalation 

1 

1 

Dermal 

3 

4 

IV with Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

6 

10 

16 

16 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

T A B L E 7 continued 
Future 
Site Wori<er (Outdoor) 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
without 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

4 

Inhalation 

1 

Dermal 

3 

Surface Soil (Area A without Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index * 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

« 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

1 

Future 
Site Wor 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

Area B 
with 
Outliers 

Future 
Site Wor 
AduK 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
without 
Outliers 

ker (Outdoor) 

Chemical of 
Concern 

4,4-DDT 

Aldrin 

A!3clor1242 

Arc :lor 1248 

Aroc or 1254 

Diekiin 

gamnr .i-Chiordane 

Heptac ilor 
epoxide 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Liver 

Liver 

Fetus 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Liver 

Uver 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

8 

8 

8 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

4 

4 

10 

140 

630 

22 

2 

10 

Inhalation 

2 

27 

130 

0 

Demul 

1 

9 

130 

580 

1 

Surface! Soil (Area B with Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index • 

Liver Hazard Index Total • 

Fetus Hazard Index Total * 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index > 

ker (Outdooi i 

Chemici i of 
Conce 1 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

5 

4 

21 

300 

1300 

22 

, . 3 

10 

1700 

44 

21 

1600 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

20 

77 

Site Soils Haz.ird (Area B without Outliers) Index Tc 

inhalation 

4 

15 

Dermal 

18 

71 

tal / Receptor Hazard Index > 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

42 

160 

200 

200 
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1 
Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Future 
Construction Worker 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

T A B L E 7 continued 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

9 

15 

Inhalation 

1 

2 

Dermal 

4 

8 

Site Soils (Area A with Outliers)Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index ' 

Future 
Construction Worker 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
without 
Outliers 

Future 
Construe 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

13 

23 

36 

36 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2 

11 

Inhalation 

0 

1 

Dermal 

1 

5 

Si t ' Soils (Area A without Outliers)Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index » 

tion Wi.-ker 

Che ileal of 
Cc icern 

4,4'-DDl 

Aldrin 

Aroctor12 2 

Aroclor 12' ? 

Aroclor 125-

Dieldrin 

Endrin aldeh; je 

gamma-Chlor ane 

Heptachlor 
epoxide 

Site Soils (\rea 

-

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Liver 

Liver 

Fetus 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

Eye / Irrvnune Hazard Index 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

2 

17 

21 

19 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient' ' 

Ingestion 

14 

11 

32 

430 

2000 

70 

2 

7 

31 

B with Outliers)Hazard Index Tc 

Inhalation 

-

3 

43 

200 

-

-

0 

-

Dermal 

1 

14 

180 

830 

-

-

1 

-

>tal / Receptor Hazard Index = 

Liver Hazard Index Total» 

Fetus Hazard Index Total = 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index = 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

15 

11 

49 

650 

3000 

70 

2 

8 

31 

3800 

140 

49 

3700 
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T A B L E 7 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Construction Worker 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

<
 

lo 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aldrin 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Liver 

Fetus 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2 

1 

63 

240 

2 

Inhalation 

0 

6 

24 

t)ermal 

0 

27 

100 

Site Soils (Area B without Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index » 

Liver Hazard Index Total * 

Fetus Hazard Index Total = 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index >• 

Exposure 
Routes Total 

2 

2 

96 

360 

2 

460 

3 

2 

460 

Key 
- : Route of exposure Is not applicable to this medium. 

Summary of Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens 
The table presents hazard quotients (HQs) fo: each route of exposure and the hazard Index (sum of hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure. The 
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund sta, »s that, generally, a hazard Index (HI) greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse non-cancer 
effects. 
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TABLE 8 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 

Central Tendency Exposure (CTE) 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Current 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2,3 

Inhalation 

0,0 

Dermal 

1,2 

Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index > 

Eye / Invnune Index = 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

-

Scenario Timeframfe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposufe 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Current 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Exposure 
Point 

Area B with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Arot'or1254 

Hept shlor 
epoxii • 

Current 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 10-18 yeas) 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
vwthout 
Outliers 

Chemic 1 of 
Conci n 

Aroclor 125-

Exposure Routes 
Total 

3,5 

3.5 

3.5 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Uver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

58,0 

1,3 

Inhalation 

1,2 

Dermal 

31,0 

Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Liver Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

90.0 

1.3 

91,0 

' . 910 

1.3 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

3,6 

Inhalation 

0,1 

Dermal 

1,9 

Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total •• 

Eye / Immune Hazard index * 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

60 

5,6 

5,6 
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T A B L E 8 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Site Wortcer (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Prinury 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

15,0 

Inhalation 

2,9 

Dermal 

1-3 

Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total > 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total • 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

19.0 

190 

19,0 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
Vifith 

Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

Heptj chlor 
epoxic • 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Liver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

370 

1,6 

8 

Inhalation 

74 

Dermal 

34 

Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total * 

Liver Hazard Index Total -

Exposure Routes 
Total 

480 

1.6 

8 

490 

480 

10 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor PopulatioiL Site Worker (Outdoor 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
writhout 
Outliers 

Chemici; of 
Conce 1 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

23 

Inhalation 

4,7 

Dermal 

2,2 

Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total * 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

30 

30 

30 
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Scenario Timefranf»e: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Building 
Dust 

Exposure 
Medium 

Building 
Oust 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Cunent/Future 
Site Wori<er (Indoor) 
Adult 

Exposure 
Point 

Building 
Interior 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1254 

Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
Virtth 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aroclcr 1254 

Future 
Trespasser 
Youth (Age 10-18 yean i 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
wiith 
Outliers 

Chemical t f 
Concert 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 
epoxide 

T A B L E 8 continued 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

44 

Inhalation 

-

Demtal 

8 

Building Interior / Receptor Hazard Index Total ^ 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Fetus 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Liver 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total * 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

52 

52 

52 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

0 7 

Inhalation 

O01 

Dermal 

0,4 

Site Soils / Receptor Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

1.1 

1,1 

1,1 

% 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

1,5 

21 

95 

3,4 

1,5 

Inhalation 

0.03 

0.42 

1.9 

-

-

Dermal 

0,8 

11 

51 

-

-

Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total > 

Fetus Hazard Index Total • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total« 

Liver Hazard Index Total • 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

2,4 

32 

150 

3,4 

1,5 

190 

2 

160 

5 
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T A B L E 8 continued 
Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Trespasser 
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years) 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
vnthout 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

3 

12 

Inhalation 

0.06 

0,24 

Dermal 

2 

6 

Site Soils Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index > 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

5 

19 

24 

24 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

Area A 
with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aroclor 1248 

ArocloM254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

3 

5 

Inhalation 

0.6 

1.0 

Dermal 

3 

4 

Site Soils Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

4 

6 

10 

10 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Site Wort<er (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

_Area A 
without 
Outliers 

Chemical c 
Concern 

Aroclor 1254 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

. 3 

Inhalation 

1 

Dermal 

0.3 

Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index • 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

1 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

4 

4 

4 
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Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Site Wort<er (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
with 
Outliers 

Chemical of 
Concem 

4,4'-DDT 

Aldrin 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Dieldrin 

gamma-Chlordane 

Heptachlor 
epoxide 

T A B L E 8 continued 

Prinwry 
Target 
Organ 

Liver 

Uver 

Fetus 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Liver 

Liver 

Uver 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

4 

3 

10 

130 

610 

21 

2 

9 

Inhalation 

-

2 

27 

120 

-

0.002 

-

Dermal 

0.1 

0.9 

12 

56 

-

0,055 

-

Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index > 

Liver Hazard Index Total > 

Fetus Hazard Index T o t a l ' 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index • 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

4 

3 

13 

170 

790 

21 

2 

9 

1000 

40 

13 

960 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Site Soils 

Exposure 
Medium 

All Soils 

Exposure 
Point 

AreaB 
without 
ChJtIiers 

Chemical c 
Concern 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Key 

- • Route of exposure is not applicable lo this medium. 

Summary of R 

The table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of ex 
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund states that, generall 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Eye/Immune 

Eye/Immune 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotieiit 

Ingestion 

19 

75 

Inhalation 

4 

15 

Dermal 

2 

7 

Site Soils Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index * 

Eye / Immune Hazard Index 

i k Characterization - Non-Carcinogens 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

25 

97 

120 

120 

p( sure and the hazard Index (sum of hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure. The 
/, .1 hazard Index (HI) greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse non-cancer effects. 
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TABLE 9 
SUMMARY OF COST ESTIMATES 

CM 

O 
O 
m 

SOIL ALTERNATIVES 

No Action 

Excavation/Off-Site 
Disposal/Institutional Controls 

"Principal Threat" Excavation; Off-
site Diaposal/Multi-Layer 
Cap/Institutional Controls 

Soil Vapor 
Extraction/Solidification/Multi-
Layer Cap/Institutional Controls 

Low Temperature Thermal 
Desorption/Multi-Layer 
Cap/Institutional Controls 

"Principal Threat" Excavation; Low 
Temperature Thermal Desorption/Off-
Site Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/ 
Institutional Controls 

BUILDING ALTERNATIVES 

No Action 

Decontamination and Surface 
Encapsulation/ 
Institutional Controls 

Demolition/Off-Site Disposal 

TOTAL CAPITAL 
COST 

$0 

$111,000,000 

$58,000,000 

$25,000,000 

$40,000,000 

$51,000,000 

-

$0 

$12,000,000 

$7,000,000 

ANNUAL OlM 
COST 

$0 

$124,000 

$560,000 

$440,000 

$440,000 

$440,000 

' 

$0 

$220,000 

$0 

ANNUAL OPERATING 
COST 

$0 

N/A 

N/A 

$330,000 

$142,000 

$142,000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

TOTAIi PRESENT 
.WORTH ,:,:;L 

$0 

$114,000,000 

$72,000,000 

$36,000,000 

$52,000,000 

$62,000,000 

$0 

$18,000,000 

$7,000,000 



Table 10 
Capital Costs for the Selected Remedy 

Building Remedy 

Remove concrete slab on grade (<8') 
Remove carpeting 
Remove wood floor 
Remove roof (built up) 
Remove concrete roof 
Remove misc. roof (i.e., vent, louver,etc.) 
Remove concrete beams 
Remove concrete support 
Remove concrete columns 
Remove steel beams and coluitms 
Remove masonry wall (12") 
Remove interior walls 
Remove panel/sheet rock 
Remove wood wall 
Remove exterior wood wall 
Remove exterior siding 
Remove wood roof truss structure 
Remove metal roof 
Remove piping to 4" 
Remove piping to 8" 
Remove piping to 16" 
Remove lavatory/urinal 
Remove misc. fixtures 
Remove electrical conduits 
Remove duct < 2 ft. 
Remove duct > 2 ft. 
Select backfill 
T&D of non-hazardous material 
T&D of hazardous material 

TOTAL 

QUANTITY 

242,000 
14,600 
2,800 

208,950 
4,000 

80 
424 
624 

2160 
476 

136,075 
4,770 
18,460 
22,220 
6,700 
6,700 

22,750 
40,850 
59,600 
5,600 

70 
60 
99 

52,900 
8,300 
3,750 
1,000 

1:»,055 
2,495 

UNIT 

SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
EA 
CF 
CF 
CF 

TON 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
SF 
LF 
LF 
LF 
EA 
EA 

, f̂" 
LF 
LF 
CY 

TON 
TON 

LABOR 

$0.59 
$0.23 
$0.49 
$0.62 
$2.40 

$86.10 
$11.60 
$10.39 
$10.39 

$278.94 
$1.38 
$0.63 
$0.67 
$0.67 
$0.63 
$0.63 
$0.62 
$0.50 
$3.15 
$6.95 

$13.90 
. $70.00 

$45.00 
$2.50 
$2.87 
$4.30 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

EQUIPMENT 

$0.20 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0,33 
$0.46 
$0.00 
$2.22 
$1.99 
$1.99 

$16.07 
$0.26 
$0.00 
$0.63 
$0.63 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.33 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

MATERIALS 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$7.95 
$91.58 

$250.00 

COST 

$191,180 
$3,358 
$1,372 

$198,503 
$11,440 
$6,888 
$5,860 
$7,725 

$26,741 
$140,277 
$223,163 

$3,005 
$23,998 
$28,886 
$4,221 
$4,221 

$21,613 
$20,425 

$187,740 
$38,920 

$973 
$4,200 
$4,455 

$132,250 
$23,821 
$16,125 
$7,950 

$1,745,057 
$623,750 

Total Direct Construction Costs (TDCC) $3,708,116 
Area Code Factor 010% $370,812 

TDCC Subtotal $4,078,927 
Contingency @ 20% of TDCC $815,785 

Engineering and Construction Management @15% of TDCC $611,839 
Legal and Administrative @5% of TDCC $203,946 

Relocation Cost' $1,198,800 
Total Present Worth 6,909,298 

The major facilities and construction components are based on,best estimates obtained during a field reconnaissance on 02/11/03. 
Costs do not include dust control partitions, utility markouts and relocation. 
No lead paint or asbestos survey was performed. Costs do not reflect any special handling. 
' f̂ elocation estimates include re-establisiunent costs ($10,000) and moving expenses ($50,000) per tenant. Estimate assumes 18 
tenants may be eligible for relocation. Cost estimate includes an oversight fee of 11%. 



Table 10 continued 

SOIL REMEDY 

1 E s t i m a t e d 

M u l t i - L a y e r C a p 
C l G d r i n g .in.J G r u b b i n g 

T o p S o i l ( 6 " ) 

C l sc in F i l l 1 1 2 " ) 

D r a i n a g e ."^and ( 6 " ) 

C o m p a c t i o n ( 2 4 " ) 

G e o t e x t i l < . - (2 l a y e r ) 

HOPE I . i n e r 

V e g e l a t i o i i 

C a p a c i t o r D i s p o s a l A r e a 
E x c a v a t i o n 

C l e a n F i l l 
C o m p a c t i o n 
E n g i n e e r e d C o n t r o l 
E x c a v a t i o n 
C l e a n F i l l 
T o p S o i l 
C o m p a c t i o n 
V e g e t a t i o n 
LTTO 
M o b i l i z a t i o n / D e m o b i l i z a t i o n 
P e r m i t /En<) f o r s i t e 
E x c a v a t i o r i 
D e b r i s S e ( | r e g a t i o n 
I n d i r e c t F i r e , R e n t a l ( O p e r . 
E q u i p . M.aiint. (8%) 
E x c a v a t i o n 
E x c a v a t i o n 
C l e a n F i l l 
C o m p a r t i o h ^ ' ' 

O f f - s i t e D i s p o s a l 
TSCA W;i3t ' 
- K e q u i r i i i g T r e a t m e n t 
Non-TSCA w . i . i t e 
- R . ^ q u i r i n i T r e a t m e n t 
C a p a c i t o r D i s p o s a l A r e a 
- R e q u i r i i K j T r e a t m e n t 

B . 4 

1 6 , 0 0 0 

3 1 , 0 0 0 

1 6 , 0 0 0 

6 3 , 0 0 0 

2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 

1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 

1 9 . 4 

7 , 5 0 0 
9 , 3 7 5 
7 , 5 0 0 

2 , 3 0 0 
2 , 9 0 0 
1 , 4 0 0 
2 , 3 0 0 

0 . 7 

2 
2 

5 3 , 5 0 0 
5 , 5 0 0 

8 0 , 5 0 0 
3 

5 3 , 5 0 0 
6 7 , 0 0 0 

' 5 3 , 5 0 0 

5 6 , 0 0 0 
1 9 , 0 0 0 
1 6 , 5 0 0 

0 
1 0 , 4 0 0 

6 0 0 

U n i t 

^ c r e 
e n yd 

CU yd 

CU yd 

CU yd 

s q f l 

s q f t 

a c r e 

CU yd 
CU yd 
CU yd 

CU yd 
CU yd 
CU yd 
CU yd 

a c r e 

e a 
e a 

CU y d 
CU yd 

t o n 
y r 

r u yd 
CU y d 
CU yd 

t o n 
t o n 
t o n 
t o n 
t o n 

t o n 

L a b o r 

U n i t P r i c e 

$ 2 0 8 . 5 2 

S 2 . ' 9 5 

S 4 . 0 0 

5 4 . 0 0 

5 0 . 9 1 

5 0 . 5 0 

5 0 . 2 5 

5 7 5 . 0 0 

5 1 . 8 3 
5 4 . 0 0 
5 0 . 9 1 

5 1 . 8 3 
54 . 0 0 
5 3 . 9 1 
5 0 . 9 1 

5 7 5 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 1 . B 3 
5 5 . 4 9 
5 1 . 8 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

5 1 . 8 3 
5 4 . 0 0 
5 0 . 9 1 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

C o s t 

$ 1 , 7 5 1 . 5 7 

5 4 7 , 2 0 0 . 0 0 

S l ? 4 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 6 4 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 5 7 , 3 3 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 , 9 4 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 3 , 7 2 5 . 0 0 
5 3 7 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 6 , 8 2 5 . 0 0 

$ 4 , 2 0 9 . 0 0 
$ 1 1 , 6 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 5 , 4 7 4 . 0 0 
$ 2 , 0 9 3 . 0 0 

5 5 2 . 5 0 

$ 0 . 0 0 
$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 9 7 , 9 0 5 . 0 0 
$ t o , 1 9 5 . 0 0 

$ 1 4 4 , 9 0 0 . 0 0 

^o.oq 
$ 9 7 , 9 0 5 

$ 2 6 8 , 0 0 0 
$ 4 6 , 6 8 5 

SO. 00 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
$ 0 . 0 0 

. 

Equ 

U n i t P r i c e -

5 4 1 2 . 5 1 

$ 2 . 2 1 

5 3 . 5 0 

5 3 . 5 0 

5 0 . 2 5 

5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 0 0 . 0 0 

5 3 . 5 1 
5 3 . 0 4 
5 0 . 2 5 

5 3 . 5 1 
5 3 . 0 4 
5 3 . 0 1 
5 0 . 2 5 

5 1 0 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 3 . 5 1 
5 3 . 5 1 
^ 1 . 2 2 

5 1 4 2 , 2 J ; 0 . 0 0 

5 3 . 5 1 
5 3 . 0 4 
5 0 . 2 5 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
50 . (10 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

i p m e n t 

C o s t 

5 3 , 4 6 5 . 0 8 

5 3 5 , 3 6 0 . 0 0 

5 1 0 8 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 

5 5 6 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 1 5 , 7 5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 

5 1 0 0 . 0 0 

5 2 6 , 3 2 5 . 0 0 
5 2 8 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 

5 1 , 8 7 5 . 0 0 

5 8 , 0 7 3 . 0 0 
5 8 , 6 1 6 . 0 0 
5 4 , 2 1 4 . 0 0 

5 5 7 5 . 0 0 
5 7 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

5 1 8 7 , 7 8 5 . 0 0 
5 1 9 , 3 0 5 . 0 0 
$ 9 8 , 2 1 0 . 0 0 

5 4 2 6 , 6 6 0 . 0 0 

5 1 8 7 , 7 8 5 
5 2 0 3 , 6 8 0 

5 1 3 , 3 7 5 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

To tH 

M a t e r i a l 

U n i t P r i c e 

SO. 00 

5 2 3 . 2 5 

5 1 7 . 2 3 

S 1 7 . 5 5 

$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 0 . 3 5 

$ 0 . 7 5 

5 1 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 0 . 0 0 
5 1 7 . 2 3 

5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 1 7 . 2 3 
$ 2 3 . 2 5 

$ 0 . 0 0 
$ 1 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 

5 1 2 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
5 4 0 , 8 3 3 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 9 8 . 4 2 
$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 0 . 0 0 
$ 1 7 . 2 3 

$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 5 7 . 0 0 
$ 2 2 0 . 0 0 

$ 7 0 . 0 0 
$ 1 5 5 . 0 0 
$ 2 7 0 . 0 0 
$ 2 2 0 . 0 0 

C o s t 

$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 3 7 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 5 3 4 , 1 3 0 . 0 0 

5 2 8 0 , 8 0 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 

5 7 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 7 5 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 2 9 , 1 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 0 . 0 0 
5 1 6 1 , 5 3 1 . 2 5 

$ 0 . 0 0 

$ 0 . 0 0 
5 4 9 , 9 6 7 . 0 0 
5 3 2 , 5 5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 1 , 0 5 0 . 0 0 

5 2 4 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
5 4 0 , 8 3 3 . 0 0 

$ 0 . 0 0 
$ 0 . 0 0 

5 7 , 9 2 2 , 8 1 0 . 0 0 
5 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 1 , 1 5 4 , 4 1 0 

5 0 . 0 0 

5 8 , 7 9 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
5 4 , 1 8 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
5 1 , 1 5 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 2 , 8 0 8 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 1 3 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

1 I ' i r e c t C o n s t r u c t i o n C n . s t s (TDCC) 
A r e a C o d e 0 7 0 8 0 F a c t o r 9 1 0 * 

I ' o n t i n g e n c y a t 2 0 1 o f 

E i h j i n f o r i n g a n d C o n s t r u c t i o n M a n a g e m e n t o f 
L e g a l a n d Adni lni i t r a t i v e a t 

T o t a 

51 of 

1 Con 

E q u i p m e 

S a U l 

TIXX S u b t o t a l 
i r> (• S u b t o t a l 
TO,! S u b t o t a l 
T K V S u b t o t a l 

It ru . t i o n C o s t 

m M . » i n t e n a n c e 

A n n u a l OtM 

T o t a l C o n s t r u c t i o n 

$ 5 , 2 1 6 . 6 5 

$ 4 5 4 , 5 6 0 . 0 0 

$ 7 6 6 , 6 3 0 . 0 0 

5 4 0 0 , 8 0 0 . 0 0 

5 7 3 , 0 8 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 , 7 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 3 2 , 4 9 5 . 0 0 

5 4 0 , 0 5 0 . 0 0 
5 2 2 7 , 5 3 1 . 2 5 

$ 8 , 7 0 0 . 0 0 

5 1 2 , 2 8 2 . 0 0 
5 7 0 , 3 8 3 . 0 0 
5 4 2 , 2 3 8 . 0 0 

$ 2 , 6 6 8 . 0 0 
$ 1 , 1 7 2 . 5 0 

$ 2 4 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
$ 4 0 , 8 3 3 . 0 0 

$ 2 8 5 , 6 9 0 . 0 0 
5 4 9 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 8 , 1 6 5 , 9 2 0 . 0 0 
$ 4 2 6 , 6 6 0 . 0 0 

$ 2 8 5 , 6 9 0 . 0 0 
$ 1 , 6 2 6 , 0 9 0 . 0 0 

5 6 2 , 0 6 0 . 0 0 

5 8 , 7 9 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
5 4 , 1 8 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 
$ 1 , 1 5 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 
5 2 , 8 0 8 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

$ 1 3 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5 3 3 , 0 8 7 , 2 4 9 . 4 0 
3 , 3 0 8 , 7 2 4 . 9 4 
3 6 , 3 9 5 9 7 4 . 3 4 

5 7 , 2 7 9 , 1 9 4 . 8 7 

5 5 , 5 4 ' . , 3 9 6 . 1 5 
5 1 , 8 1 9 , 7 9 8 . 7 2 

$ 5 1 , 0 4 ( 1 , 3 6 4 . 0 8 

54 2f., 6 6 0 . 0 0 

5 4 3 ' , 9 7 0 . 4 2 

S 6 ? . ? 9 l . 7 f i 1 37 



TABLE 11 

Chemicals Detected in Groundwater Samples 

Analy te ^ • ISinimum 
d e t e c t e d 

Concen t ra t ion 

r 
Maximum 
Detec ted 

Concen t r a t i on 
{ppb) 

§||||p|p|||i«i 

V o l a t i l e Organic Compounds 

Vinyl chloride 

cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

9 

2 

17 

12 

1200 

160 

190,000 

120,000 

520 

1200 

3/12 

12/12 

12/12 

3/12 

1/12 

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 

Naphthalene 

bis(2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate 

5 

1 

5 

1 

1/12 

1/12 

Pesticides and PCBs || 

beta-BHC 

delta-BHC 

Aldrin 

Aroclor 1232 

Aroclor 1254 

Inorganics 

Alunninum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Cyanide 

Iron 

.016 

.074 

.022 

.53 

4.1 

37.3 

3 

3.4 

79.4 

.21 

39,700 

3.8 

.66 

2.2 

1.2 

76.7 

.016 

.074 

1.3 

80 

9.2 

747 

3 

3.4 

1.570 

.33 

128,000 

18 

2.7 

36.9 

5.6 

1,190 

1/12 

1/12 

9/12 

9/12 

4/12 

12/12 

1/12 

1/12 

12/12 

8/12 

12/12 1 

10/12 

7/12 

12/12 

6/12 

12/12 
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Magnesium 

Manganese 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Sodium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Minimvoa . 
I>e.t«cte<l 

Concentration 
(ppb) ~ 

7,800 

36.4 

5.1 

1,080 

4.5 

13.100 

1.3 

1.5 

' Pe t^c ted ' 
Concentration 

20,100 

1,580 

42 

5,930 

4.5 

43,800 

8.5 

44.6 

Frequency ^ 

12/12 

12/12 1 

12/12 1 

12/12 

1/12 

12/12 

12/12 

8/12 

500116 



APPENDIX III 

TIDMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 
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CORNELL DUBILIER ELECTRONICS, INC, 
OPERABLE UNIT TWO 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE 
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS 

1.0 SITE IDENTIFICATION 

1.3 Preliminary Assessment Reports 

P. 100001 - Letter to Mr. Nick Magriples, CHMM, On-scene 
100055 Coordinator, Removal Action Branch, U. S. EPA, 

from Ms. Lara Coraci, Assistant to the President, 
DSC of Newark Enterprises, Inc., re: Enclosed 
Preliminary Assessment Report as submitted to the 
NJDEP, April 3, 1996. {Attachment: Report: 
Preliminary Assessment Report, Hamilton Industrial 
Park. 333 Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield, 
NJ, prepared by ENSA Environmental, Inc., prepared 
for Norpak Corporation, May, 1995.) 

2.0 REMOVAL RESPONSE 

2 .1 Sampling and Analys j.s Plans 

P. 200001 - Letter (with attachment) to Muthu S. S mdram, '• 
200011 Esquire, Assistant Regional Counsel, Now Jersey 

Superfund Branch, U. S,'EPA Region 2, trom Mr. 
Robert S. Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot I LP, re: 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., Haiti Llton 
Industrial Park, South Plainfield, New .Tersey, 
January 21, 1998. (Attachment: Letter • o Mr. Mark 
Nielson, P. E., Environ dorporation, frcm Mr. 
William R. Goudy, Project Manager, InfraTech 
international, re: Proposal for Remedial Actions, 
Cornell Dubilier Electronics, Inc., Marcr 9, 
1998.) ; 

2.2 Sampling and Analysis data/Chain of Custody Forms 

P. 200012 - Memorandum to Ms. Sella Burchette, U. S. LPA/ERTC 
200028 Work Assignment Manager, from Mr. Kenneth Robbins, 
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REAC Task Leader, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: 
Document transmittal under Work Assignment 1-262, 
May 30, 1997. (Attachment: Report: Final Report 
Wipe Sampling, Cornell Dubilier Electronics. South 
Plainfield. NJ. prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc., 
prepared for U. S. EPA/ERTC, May 30, 1997.) 

200029 - Report: Analytical Report. Cornell Dubilier 
200062 Electronics. South Plainfield. NJ. prepared by Roy 

F. Weston, Inc., prepared for U. S. EPA Region 2, 
August 28, 1997. 

200063 - Letter (with attachments) to Muthu Sundram, Esq., 
200104 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. Daniel J. Sheridan, 

Spadaccini, Main & Sheridan, LLC, re: Cornell 
Dubilier Electronics Site - Interior PCB 
Contamination Issues, October 17, 2000. 

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

3.3 Work Plans 

Plan: Final Work Plan for Remedial investigation/ 
Feasibility Study. Cornell Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, Micdlesex 
County. New Jersey, prepared by Foster Wheeler 
Environmental Corppration, prepared for U.S. EPA, 
Region II, March 2000. •_ (Note: This .iocument is 
incorporated into this Administrative Record by • 
reference. It can be found in the Cor.iell-
Dubilier Administrative^ Record for OUl pages 
300001-300672.) 

3.4 Remedial Investigation Reports 

Report: Final Pathways Analysis Report 'or 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Stud". Cornell 
Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, South 
Plainfield. Middlesex County. New Jersey, prepared 
by Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporat.-'.on, 
prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II, May 20:i0. 
(Note: This document is incorporated in1o this 
Administrative Record by reference. It can be 
found in the Cornell-Dubilier Administrative 
Record for OUl, pages 300673-300723.) 
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P. 300001 - Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report For 
300990 Operable Unit 2 (OU-2). Facility Soils and 

Buildings For Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, Middlesex 
County, New Jersey, Volume I of II. prepared by 
Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared 
for U. S. EPA Region 2, December 2002. 

P. 300991 - Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report For 
302304 Operable Unit 2 (OU-2). Facility Soils and 

Buildings For Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site. South Plainfield. Middlesex 
County, New Jersey. Volume II of II. prepared by 
Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared 
for U. S. EPA Region 2, December 2002. 

3.5 Correspondence 

P. 302305 - Letter to Mr. Robert Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Elliot, 
302306 LLP, from Mr. Richard L. Caspe, Director, 

Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U. S. 
EPA Region 2, re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, 
Inc. Superfund Site, South Plainfield, New Jersey, 
January 6, 1999. 

P. 302307-- Letter to Muthu Sundram, Esquire, New Jersey 
302307 Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. 

Robert S. Sanoff, Fo ley , Hoag & Eliot LLP, re: 
Hamilton Park Industrial Park Site, February 11, 
1999. 

P. 302308 - Letter to Muthu Sundram, - Esquire, New Jf̂ rsey 
302311 Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, fiom Mr. 

Robert S. Sanoff, Counsel to CDE, and M:. Michael 
P. Last, Counsel to Dana,. Foley, Hoag & Eliot LLP, 
re: Hamilton Park Industr-ial Park Site, Tune 8, 
2000. 

P. 302312 - Letter to Muthu Sundram, tsquire. New Jeisey 
302313 Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, frcra Ms. 

Monica E. Conyngham, Foley-, Hoag & Eliot ^LP, re: 
Hamilton Industrial Park, South Plainfield, NJ, 
October 20, 2000. • 

P. 302314 - Letter (with attachment) to Ms. Monica Conyngham, 
302323 Foley, Hoag & Eliot; Michael P. Last, EsquLre, 

Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Feris, Glovsky and Popao, 
P.C; and Robert Sanoff, Esquire, Foley, Hoag & 
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Eliot, from Mr. John Prince, Chief, Central New 
Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, 
re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, 
South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey, 
November 21, 2000. (Attachment: Hamilton 
Industrial Park Redevelopment Project, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, Proposed Scope of Work for 
Remediation Planning, prepared by Environ, October 
3, 2000.) 

302324 - Letter to Ms. Lara Coraci, Assistant to the 
302325 President, D.S.C. of Newark Enterprises, Inc., 

from Mr. John Prince, Chief, Central New Jersey 
Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, South 
Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey, November 
21, 2000. 

302326 - Letter to Mr. John Prince, Central New Jersey 
302328 Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Ms. 

Monica E. Conyngham and Mr. Michael P. Last, 
Foley, Hoag & Eliot LLP, re: Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfield, 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, Decembei 7, 2000. 

302329 - Letter to Ms. Monica Conyngham, Foley, Hoag & 
302330 Eliot; Michael P. Last, Esquire, Mintz, Levin, 

Cohn, Feris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C; and Robert 
Sanoff, Esquire, Foley, Hoag & Eliot, from Mr. 
John Prince, Chief, Central New Jersey Femediat'ion 
Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainf:eld, 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, December 21 , 2000. 

302331 - Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, Project Manager, 
302333 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. Mark Nielsen, P. 

E., Manager, Environ, re: Hamilton Indust.rial 
Park, South Plainfield, New Jersey, Superiund 
Redevelopment Initiative, EJecember 22, 20C0. 

302334 - Letter to Mr. John Prince, Chief, Central ^ew 
302339 Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, 

from Mr. Michael P. Last, Attorney for Dane. 
Corporation, and Ms. Monica "E. Conyngham, /.ttorney 
for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., re: 
Hamilton Industrial Park, South Plainfield, New 
Jersey, January 26, 2001. 
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30234 0 - Letter to Mr. Michael P. Last, Rackeman, Sawyer & 
302342 Brewster, Attorneys for Dana Corporation, and Ms. 

Monica E. Cunningham, Foley, Hoag and Eliot, 
Attorneys for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., 
from Muthu S. Sundram, Assistant Regional Counsel, 
U. S. EPA Region 2, re: response to letter dated 
January 26, 2001 to John Prince, Chief of the 
Central New Jersey Remediation Section, February 
28, 2001. 

302343 - Letter (with attachment) to Mr. Peter Mannino, 
302354 Project Manager, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. 

Mark Nielsen, P.E., Manager, Environ, re: Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site/Hamilton 
Industrial Park Pathways Analysis Report, March 9, 
2001. (Attachments: (1) Preliminary Comments on 
the Pathways Analysis Report for Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study, Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfield, 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, March 9, 2001; and 
(2) E-mail message to Mark Nielsen, Environ, from 
Mr. Pietro Mannino, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: the 
Agency's response to comments on the Pathways 
Analysis Report for the-Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study at the Cornell-Dubil:er 
Electronics Superfund site, March 9, 20D1.) 

4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY 

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports 

P. 400001 - Report: Final Remedial Alternative Screen ng 
400039 Technical Memorandum for Operable Unit 2 0U2) On-

Site Soils and Buildings. Cornell-Dubiliei 
Electronics Superfund Site. South Plainfield. 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, prepared by Foster 
Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared for U. 
S. EPA Region 2, January 2003. 

P. 400040 - Report: Draft Remedial Alternative Evaluation 
400087 Technical Memorandum for Operable Unit 2 (OiI2) On-

Site Soils and Buildings. Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfielc.. 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, prepared by Fester 
Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared for U. 
S. EPA Region 2, May 2003. 
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p. 400087A - Report: Final Feasibility Study Report for 
400292- Operable Unit 2 (OU-2). Facility Soils and 

Buildings for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, Middlesex 
County, New Jersey, prepared by Tetra Tech FW, 
Inc., prepared for U. S. EPA, Region 2, April 
2004. 

4.6 Correspondence 

P. 400293 - Letter (with attachment) to Mr. Peter Mannino, 
400295 Project Manager, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. 

Mark Nielson, P. E., Manager, Environ, re: Cornell 
Dubilier Superfund Site/Hamilton Industrial Park, 
South Plainfield, New Jersey, FS Working Group, 
July 2, 2001. (Attachment: draft schedule for the 
Feasibility Study.) 

P. 400296 - Letter (with attachments) to Muthu S. Sundram, 
400299 Esq. Assistant Regional Counsel, New Jersey 

Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. 
Mark Nielsen, P. E., Manager, Environ, re: 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Site, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, Proposed Schedule for the 
On-site Building and Soils Operable Univ 
Feasibility Study, July 2.-0, 2001. 

P. 400300 - Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, Project Mani ger, 
400303 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. Mark Nielsen, P. 

E., Manager, Environ, re: Cornell-Dubilier 
Superfund - Operable Unit 2, Pre-draft RAt S Part D 
Risk Assessment Tables, March 21, 2002. 

P. 400304 - Letter to Sarah Flanagan, Esquire, U. S. E'A 
400305 Region 2, from Mr. Michael P. Last, Attornoy for 

Dana Corporation, and Ms. Kim I Stollar, Attorney 
for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., Rackemann, 
Sawyer & Brewster, re: confirming recent 
conversation regarding the Stage lA Cultura.'. 
Resources Assessment work relating to the Cĉ rnell-
Dubilier Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, December 19, 2002. 

P. 400306 - Letter to Michael P. Last, Esq., Rackemann, .'̂Jawyer 
400308 & Brewster, and Kim I. Stollar, Esq., Foley, Hoag 

& Eliot, LP, from Sarah P. Flanagan, Assistai.t 
Regional Counsel, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: response 
to December 19, 2002 letter regarding Cornell-
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Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, South 
Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey, January 
2,. 2003. 

P. 400309 - Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, Project Manager, 
400312 Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U. S. 

EPA Region 2, from Michael P. Last, Esq., 
Counsellor at Law, re: Operable Unit 2 (0U2) 
Feasibility Study for the Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund Site (''Site"), South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, March 21, 2003. 

P. 400313 - Letter (with attachments) to Mr. Peter Mannino, 
400319 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. Mark Nielsen, P. 

E., Manager, Environ, re: Remedial Alternative 
Screening Memorandum for the Operable Unit 2(OU2) 
Feasibility Study, Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, New Jersey, 
March 21, 2003. (Attachments: (1) Raymark 
Industries Site, Stratford, Connecticut, Key 
Elements of the Record of Decision, and (2) Press 
release: EPA Announces $56 Million in Savings at 
Six New England Superfund Sites.) 

P. 400320 - Letter to Michael P. Last, Esq., Counsellor at 
400321 • Law, from Sarah P. Flanagan, Assistant Re:aonal 

Counsel, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: response to 
letter dated March 21, 2003 concerning the 
Remedial Alternatives Screening Technical 
Memorandum for Operable Unit 2 ("0U2") at .;he -, 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics ("CDE") Superfand 
Site, May 27, 2003. 

P. 400322 - Letter to Mr. Mark Nielsen, P. E., Environ, from 
400323 Mr. Peter Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, 

Central New Jersey Remediation Section, re: 
response to letter dated March 21, 2003 regarding 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site. South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, June 5, 2003. 

P. 400324 - Letter to Michael P. Last, Esq., Counsellor at 
400325 Law, and Kim I. Stollar, Esq.,-'Foley Hoag LLP,, 

from Sarah P. Flanagan, Assistant Regional 
Counsel, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: Cornell-DubiMer 
Electronics Superfund Site, Opportunity to Submit 
Comments to National Remedy Review Board, June 16, 
2003. 
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p. 400326 - Letter to Ms. Lara Coraci, Assistant to the 
400327 President, D.S.C of Newark Enterprises, Inc., 

from Mr. Peter Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, 
Central New Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA 
Region 2, re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, Opportunity to Submit Comments to 
National Remedy Review Board, June 17, 2003. 

P. 400328 - Letter to National Remedy Review Board, U. S. 
400349 Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. J. Mark 

Nielsen, P. E., Manager, Environ, re: Hamilton 
Industrial Park Superfund Site, South Plainfield, 
New Jersey, July 16, 2003. 

P. 400350 - Letter to National Remedy Review Board, U. S. 
400351 Environmental Protection Agency, from Mr. Daniel 

Gallagher, Mayor, Borough of South Plainfield, re: 
Hamilton Industrial Park Superfund Site, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, October 6, 2003. 

P. 400352 - Memorandum to Mr. George Pavlou, Director, 
400355 Emergency and Remedial Response Division, EPA 

Region 2, from Ms. JoAnn Griffith, Chair, National 
Remedy Review Board, U. S. EPA, re: National 
Remedy Review Board Recommendations for the 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Si :e, 
October 8, 2003. 

P. 400356 - Letter (with attachment) to Mr. Peter Mannino, 
400361 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. Mark Niels-.̂ n, •. 

P. E., Consulting Engineer, and Mr. MichaeJ P. 
Scott, Principal, Environ, re: Hamilton Industrial 
Park Site - Preliminary Risk-Based Assessment of 
Removal-Based Remedies for 0U2 Soils, January 13, 
2004. (Attachment: Hamilton . Industrial ParJ:, 
Preliminary Evaluation of 0U2 Soil Excavation 
Alternatives.) 

P. 400362 - Letter to Mr. J. Mark Nielsen, P. E., Consul;ing 
400362 Engineer, Environ, from Mr. Peter Mannino, 

Remedial Project Manager, Central New Jersey 
Remediation Section, re: response to letter d ited 
January 13, 2004 regarding Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund site. South Plainfield, New 
Jersey, January 29, 2004. 

P. 400363 - Memorandum to Ms. JoAnn Griffith, Chair, National 
400366 Remedy Review Board, U. S. EPA, from Mr. John 3. 
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Frisco, Manager, Superfund Remedial Program, EPA
Region 2, re: National Remedy Review Board 
Recommendations, Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, February 6, 2004. 

400367 - Letter to Mr. George Pavlou, Director, Emergency 
400368 and Remedial Response, U. S. EPA Region 2, from 

Michael P. Last, Esq., Counsellor at Law, re: 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, April 1, 2004. 

400369 - Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, U.S. EPA Region 2, 
400372 . from Mr. J. Mark Nielsen, P. E., Consulting 

Engineer, and Mr. Michael P. Scott, Principal, 
Environ, re: Response to Questions Regarding 
Hamilton Industrial Park Group's Proposed Remedial 
Alternative for Operable Unit No. 2, Hamilton 
Industrial Park Site, South Plainfield, New 
Jersey, April 1, 2004. 

400373 - Letter to Michael P. Last, Esq., Counsellor at 
400374 Law, from Mr. George Pavlou, Director, Emergency 

and Remedial Response Division, U. S. EPA Region 
2, re: response to letter dated April 1, 2004, 
regarding the Cornell-Dubilier Electronici 
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, New Jerssy, 
April 23, 2004. 

7.0 ENFORCEMENT 

7.3 Administrative Orders 

Letter to D.S.C. of Newark Enterprises, Inc., c/o 
Michael Colfield, Esq., from Muthu S. Sundrar,;, 
Esq., Assistant Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 
II, re: Cornell Dubilier Electronics Site, SoJth 
Plainfield, Middlesex County, N.J., EPA Order 
Index Number II-CERCLA-97-0109, undated. 
(Attachment: Administrative Order in the Matter 
of: Cornell-Dubilier Electronic Site, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, D.S.C. of Newark 
Enterprises, Inc., Respondent, Index No: II 
CERCLA-97-0109, prepared by U.S. EPA, Region 11 , 
March 25, 1997.) (Note: This document is 
incorporated into this Administrative Record by 
reference. It can be found in the Cornell-
Dubilier Administrative Record for OUl, pages 
700001-700020.) 
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p. 700001 - Letter (with attachment) to Dr. Muthu Sundram, New 
700010 Jersey Superfund Branch, Office of Regional 

Counsel - Region II, U. S. EPA, from Ms. Ellyn R. 
Weiss, re: 333 Hamilton Boulevard, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics, Inc., November 13, 1997. 
(Attachment: Response to USEPA Draft AOC for 
Removal Action and Proposed Remediation Goals for 
Building Interiors at the Hamilton Industrial 
Park, South Plainfield, New Jersey, prepared by 
Environ Corporation, prepared for Foley, Hoag & 
Eliot and Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., 
November 1997.) 

P. 700011 - Report: Site Summary Report, EPA Order Index No. 
701003 ll-CERCLA-97-109. Hamilton Industrial Park. 333 

Hamilton Boulevard. South Plainfield. NJ. prepared 
by Mr. Joseph Lockwood, Environmental Compliance 
Coordinator, D.S.C. of Newark Enterprises 
Incorporated, February 2004. 

7.7 Notice Letters and Responses - 104e's 

P. 701004 - Letter to Mr. James R. Kaplan, President, Cornell-
701020 Dubilier Electronics, Inc., from Mr. Richaid L. 

Caspe, Director, Emergency and Remedial Response 
Division, U. S. EPA, Region 2, re: Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics Site, Hamilton Industrial 
Park, 333 Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield,.. 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, Request for 
Information Pursuant to Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liahility 
Act, 42, U.S.C. §§9601-9675, September 10, 1596. 

P. 701021 - Letter to Muthu Sundram, Esq., New Jersey 
701028 Superfund Branch, Office of Regional Counsel, 

U.' S. EPA Region 2, from Ms. Lara Coraci, 
Assistant to the President, DSC of Newark 
Enterprises, Inc., re: Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Site, Hamilton Industrial Park, 33: 
Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield, Middlese>. 
County, New Jersey, response to Request for 
Information, October 8, 1996. 

P. 701029 - Letter to Muthu Sundram, Esq., New Jersey 
701037 Superfund Branch, Branch Office of Regional 

Counsel, U. S. EPA, Region 2, from Ms. Lisa A. 
Wurster, Legal Counsel, Dana Corporation, re: 
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Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Site, Hamilton 
Industrial Park, South Plainfield, New Jersey, 
October 15, 1996. 

701038 - Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., Response to 
701165 EPA's Request for Information, re: Hamilton 

Industrial Park, South Plainfield, Middlesex 
County, NJ, prepared by Foley, Hoag & Eliot, LLP, 
prepared for U. S. EPA Region 2, November 7, 1996. 

701166 - Letter to Muthu Sundram, Esq., New Jersey 
701170 Superfund Branch, Branch Office of Regional 

Counsel, U. S. EPA, Region 2, from Ms. Lisa A. 
Wurster, Legal Counsel, Dana Corporation, re: 
104(e) Request for Information, Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Site, Hamilton Industrial Park, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey, January 21, 1997. 

701171 - Letter (with attachment) to attached list of 
701231 addressees from Mr. Richard L. Caspe, Director, 

Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U. S. 
EPA Region 2, re: General Notice Letter and Notice 
of Negotiations for Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study; Cornell-Dubilier Electrcmics, 
Inc. Site ("Site"), Town of South Plainfield, 
Middlesex County, New Jersey, July 22, 1998. 
(Attachment: U. S. EPA Region 2 Administrative 
Order On Consent for Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study, In the Matter of The Corn ?11-
Dubilier Electronics, Inc. Site, Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics, Inc.; Federal Pacific Electric 
Company; D. S. C of Newark Enterprises, Inc., 
Dana Corporation; Dana Corporation Foundation, 
Respondents, Proceeding under Sections 104 anc 122 
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act, as amended, 42 
U.S.C. §§ 9604, 9622, undated.) 

8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS 

8.1 ATSDR Health Assessments 

Report: Public Health Assessment for Cornell 
Dubilier Electronics Incorporated. South 
Plainfield. Middlesex County. New Jersey, prepared 
by New Jersey Department of Health and Senior 
Services, Hazardous Site Health Evaluation 
Program, Consumer and Environmental Health 
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Services, Division of Epidemiology, Environmental 
and Occupational Health, Under a Cooperative 
Agreement with the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, September 
20, 2000. (Note: This document is incorporated 
into this Administrative Record by reference. It 
can be found in the Cornell-Dubilier 
Administrative Record for OUl, pages 800059-
800177.) 

800001 - Report: Health Consultation. Cornell 
800012 Dubilier Electronics Incorporated. South 

Plainfield, Middlesex County. New Jersey. EPA 
Facility ID: NJD981557879. prepared by U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Public 
Health Service, Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry, Division of Health Assessment 
and Consultation, November 20, 2000. 

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

10.1 Comments and Responses 

P. 10.00001- Letter to Ms. Jeanne Fox, Administrator, U. i:. EPA 
10.00024 Region 2, from Mr. Robert Spiegel, Executive 

Director, Edison Wetlands Association, Inc., re: 
Enclosed September 30, 1999, EWA Site Inspection 
report for the Cornell-Dubilier Superfund Site,'• 
South Plainfield, NJ, September 29, 1999. 

P. 10.00025- Letter to Mr. Robert Spiegel, Edison Wetlands 
10.00028 Association, Inc., from Mr. Richard L. Caspe, 

Director, Emergency and Remedial Response 
Division, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: response to 
September 29, 1999 letter, November 4, 1999. 

if 

p. 10.00029- Letter (with enclosures) to Mr. Robert Spiegel, 
10.00042 Edison Wetlands Association, Inc., from Mr. Peter 

Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, Central New 
Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, 
re: response to the Edison Wetlands Association 
(EWA) follow-up Site Inspection Report for the 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site, 
located in South Plainfield, New Jersey, March 28, 
2001. 
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p. 10.00043- Letter (with attachment) to Mr. Anthony Valaquez, 
10.00066 Hill Wallack, Attorneys At Law, from Mr. Vincent 

Buttiglieri, Municipal Clerk, Borough of South 
Plainfield, re: enclosed certified copy of 
Ordinance #1597, approving the Redevelopment Plan 
for the Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site, July 
16, 2002. 

P. 10.00067- Letter (with attachments) to Muthu Sundram, Esq., 
10.00093 Assistant Regional Counsel, U. S. EPA Region 2, 

from Mr. Michael P. Last and Ms. Monica E. 
Conyngham, Rackemann, Sawyer & Brewster, re: 
update with respect to the status of the 
redevelopment efforts affecting the Hamilton 
Industrial Park Site, South Plainfield, New 
Jersey, August 7, 2002. 

P. 10.00094- Letter (with attachment) to Muthu Sundram, 
10.00098 Esquire, Assistant Regional Counsel, U. S. EPA 

Region 2, from Mr. Michael P. Last, Rackemann, 
Sawyer & Brewster, re: enclosed Statement of 
Interest from a redeveloper which has been 
received in connection with the Hamilton 
Industrial Park Site, September 10, 2002. 

P. 10.00099- Letter to Ms. Jane M. Kenny, Regional 
10.00100 Administrator, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mayor 

Daniel J. Gallagher, Borough of South Plainfield, 
re: moving forward'with the redevelopment of tie 
Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site, October 9, - . 
2002. 

P. 10.00101- Letter (with attachments) to Muthu Sundram, 
10.00140 Esquire, Assistant Regional Counsel, U. S. EPA 

Region 2, from Mr. Michael P. Last and Ms. Monica 
E. Conyngham, Rackemann, Sawyer & Brewster, re: 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
(Hamilton Industrial Park), South Plainfield, Nev 
Jersey, October 10, 2002. 

P. 10.00141- Letter to Michael P. Last, Esq., Rackemann, 
10.00143 Sawyer & Brewster, from Mr. Vincent Buttiglieri, 

Administrator/Municipal Clerk, Borough of South 
Plainfield, re: attached copy of a letter sent by 
Mayor Daniel J. Gallagher to Ms. Jane M. Kenny, 
Regional Administrator for the U. S. EPA, October 
14, 2002. 

13 

500130 



p. 10.00144- Letter to Mayor Daniel J. Gallagher, Mayor, 
10.00144 Borough of South Plainfield, from Mr. George 

Pavlou, Director, Emergency & Remedial Response 
Division, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfield, New 
Jersey, response to October 9, 2002 letter to Ms. 
Jane M. Kenny, U. S. EPA Region 2 Administrator, 
October 31, 2002. 

P. 10.00145- Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, Project Manager, 
10.00146 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. Robert Spiegel, 

Executive Director, Edison Wetlands Association, 
Inc., re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund 
Site, February 3, 2003. 

P. 10.00147- Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, Project Manager, 
10.00147 U. S. EPA Region 2, from Senator Barbara Buono, 

New Jersey Senate, re: Cornell-Dubilier Superfund 
site in South Plainfield, February 5, 2003. 

P. 10.00148- Letter to Mr. Robert Spiegel, Executive Director, 
10.00150 Edison Wetlands Association, Inc., from Mr. Peter 

Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, Central New 
Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, 
re: response to letter dated February 3, 2003 
concerning the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics (CDE) 
Superfund Site located in South Plainfield, Ne^ 
Jersey, March 11, 2003. 

P. 10.00151- Letter to Senator Barbara Buono, New Jersey 
10.00153 Senate, from Ms. Jane M. Kenny, Regional 

Administrator, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: response to 
letter of February 5, 2003 to Mr. Peter Mannino, 
remedial project manager, concerning the Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics (CDE) Superfund site locatei 
in South Plainfield, New Jersey, February 25, 
2003. 

10.2 Community Relations Plans 

P. 10.00154- Report: Final Community Relations Plan for 
10.00203A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Cornell-

Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site. South 
Plainfield. Middlesex County. New Jersey, prepared 
by Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, 
prepared for U. S. EPA, Region 2, August 2000. 
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10.3 Public Notices 

P. 10.00204- Letter (with enclosure) to Resident from Mr. Peter 
10.00207 Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, Central New 

Jersey Remediation Section, re: Public Information 
Session for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, January 16, 2003. 

P. 10.00208- Letter (with enclosure) to Michael P. Last, Esq., 
10.00211 Rackemann, Sawyer & Brewster; Kim I. Stollar, 

Esq., Foley Hoag LLP; and Mr. Howard T. Weir, 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP, from Mr. Peter 
Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, Central New 
Jersey Remediation Section, re: Public Information 
Session for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, January 21, 2003. 

P. 10.00212- Letter (with enclosure) to'Michael P. Last, Esq., 
10.00215 Rackemann, Sawyer & Brewster; Kim I. Stollar, 

Esq., Foley Hoag LLP; and Mr. Howard T. Weir, 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP, from Mr. Peter 
Mannino, Remedial Project Manager, Central New 
Jersey Remediation Section, re: Public Information 
Session for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics 
Superfund Site, May 30, 2003. 

10.6 Fact Sheets and Press Releases 

P. 10.00216- Newspaper Article: "Stores planned at tainted S. 
10.00216 Plainfield site", by Ms. Towanda Underdue, The-. 

Star Ledger. July 11, 2000. 

P. 10.00217- Newspaper Article: "South Plainfield proposal a 
10.00217 model brownfields plan", Home News Tribune. 

Opinion, July 17, 2000. 

P. 10.00218- Newspaper Article: "South Plainfield: Brownfields 
10.00219 idea backed", by Ms. Rosa Cirianni, Home News 

Tribune. August 9, 2000. 

P. 10.00220- Newspaper Article: "South Plainfield: Industrial 
10.00221 park contaminants threat to workers", by Ms. Rosa 

Cirianni, Home News Tribune. January 13, 2001. 

P. 10.00222- Newspaper Article: "Cornell-Dubilier site 
10.00222 addressed", by Ms. Cheryl Orson, The South 

Plainfield Reporter. April 20, 2001. 
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p. 10.00223- Newspaper Article: "Superfund site-'to be 
10.00225 continued'. Officials get latest update on the 

Cornell-Dubilier site", by Ms. Cheryl Orson, The 
South Plainfield Reporter. April 27, 2001. 

P. 10.00226- Newspaper Article: "Planning Board Approves Plan 
10.00226 for Industrial Site", South Plainfield Observer, 

October 19, 2001. 

P. 10.00227- Newspaper Article: "Council to vote on Superfund 
10.00228 site plan", by Mr. Tom Haydon, The Star-Ledger, 

December 5, 2001. 

P. 10.00229- Newspaper Article: "Town moves ahead with 
10.00230 redevelopment. Mixed uses are foreseen for 

Hamilton Blvd. Superfund site", by Ms. Cheryl 
Orson, The South Plainfield Reporter, June 28, 
2002. 

P. 10,00231- Newspaper Article: "Hamilton Boulevard 
10.00231 Redevelopment Plan Advances", South Plainfield 

Observer. July 19, 2002. 

P. 10.00232- Newspaper Article: "Information Session for 
10.00232 Cornell-Dubilier Site Next Monday", South 

Plainfield Observer, June 6, 2003. 

P. 10.00233- Newspaper Article: "Cleanup angers firm's owner, 
10.00234 PCB focus on woman's home draws outrage", by Ms. 

Sarah Greenblatt, Home News Tribune, undated. 

P. 10.00235- Newspaper Article: "Report notes high risk at 
10.00236 contaminated S. Plainfield site", by Mr. -Joe 

Tyrrell, The Star Ledger, undated. 
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j n ' - ' . McGreevey Depanment of Environmenta] ProtectjOQ Bradley M. Campbell 
vemor Commisjioner 

Ms. Jane Kenny rn o A innt 
Regional Administrator SEP 3 0 ZUU4 
Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

Dear Administrator Kenny: 

The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection has evaluated, and concurs 
with the following specific components of ihe selected remedy for Operable Unit One 
(OU-2) at the Comell-Dubilier Electronics Site (CDE) as stated below: 

• A combination of excavation and off site disposal at a TSCA-regiilated landfill and 
on-site treatment using Low Temperature Thermal Desorption( LTTD) of soils 
containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 ppm, and contaminated soils that 
exceed New Jersey's IGWSCC (approximately 114,500 cubic yards). Contaminated 
soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs, would be capped 
by use of a multi-layer cap. Soils containing PCBs greater than New Jersey's 
non-residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion of 2 ppm would be subject to 
engineering and institutional controls. The total area to be capped is approximately 
20 acres. 

• Demolition of on-site buildings and off-site disposal of approximately 22,000 tons of 
debris with a contingency which would allow for decontamination and encapsulation 
of certain buildings. Institutional controls would be employed for any strtictures that 
are not demolished. 

• Relocation of some or all of the tenants pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act 

The State of New Jersey appreciates the opportunity to participate in the decision making 
process and looks forward to working cooperatively with USEPA to complete the 
remediation in a timely manner. 

Sincerely yops. 

New Jersey Ij an Equal Opporruniiy Employer 500135 
Recycled Paper 
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APPENDIX V 

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
CORNELL-DUBILIER ELECTRONICS SUPERFUND, INC. SITE 

OPERABLE UNIT TWO 

INTRODUCTION 

This Responsiveness Suirunary provides a summary of the public's 
comments and concerns regarding the Proposed Plan for the 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. Site, and EPA's responses to 
those comments. At the time of the public comment period, EPA 
proposed a preferred alternative for remediating soils and 
buildings at the former Cornell-Dubilier Electronics facility, 
which has been designated Operable Unit 2 (0U2) , All conmients 
sununarized in this document have been considered in EPA's final 
decision for the selection of a remedial alternative for 0U2. 

This Responsiveness Summary is divided into the following 
sections: 

I. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS: 
This section provides the history of community involvement and 
interests regarding the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Site. 

II. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS, COMMENTS, 
CONCERNS AND RESPONSES: This section contains summaries of 
oral comments received by EPA at the public meeting, EPA's 
responses to these comments, as well as responses to written 
comments received during the public comment period. 

The last section of this Responsiveness Summary includes 
attachments, which document public participation in the remedy 
selection process for this Operable Unit. They are as follows: 

Attachment A: the Proposed Plan that was distributed to the 
public for review and comment; 

Attachment B: the public notices that appeared in Observer-
Tribune and the Courier-News; 

Attachment C: the transcript of the public meeting; and 

Attachment D: the written comments received by EPA during the 
public comment period. 

I. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS 

Since the first public information session for this Site was held 
by EPA on June 19, 1997, the level of community involvement and 
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concern with the Site has been high. EPA has conducted an 
extensive community relations program to meet the community's 
need for information and to support community participation in 
seeking remedies for the Site. Since 1997, EPA has held one-on-
one meetings and public information sessions with area residents 
and tenants at the industrial park to explain the findings of the 
investigation and the sampling results for their properties. In 
addition to the public participation responsibilities associated 
with developing the OUl and 0U2 remedies, EPA has provided the 
community with fact sheets on the Site. 

Based on the high level of community interest from nearby 
residents, public officials, a local environmental group, and the 
PRPs, and in light of the interest on the part of the Borough in 
redeveloping the Hamilton Industrial Park, EPA initiated its 
public outreach efforts for 0U2 during the FS stage, through a-
series of informal public information sessions held in South 
Plainfield. All-day meetings were held in January 2003, before 
the start of the FS, to present data from the RI report and 
explain in more detail the Superfund process, and in June 2003, 
while EPA was developing remedial alternatives for the FS. These 
meetings were well attended, and gave interested parties an 
opportunity to meet with EPA, learn about the Site, hear of the 
remedial options available, and provide informal feedback to the 
agency. EPA also used these meetings as an opportunity to 
clarify the scope of the planned redevelopment as envisioned by 
elected officials and others. 

EPA's Proposed Plan for 0U2 was released to the public on Jujy fc, 
2004 and, starting that same day, EPA initiated a public comment 
period to solicit community input and ensure that the public 
remains informed about Site activities. On June 30, 2004 a copy 
of the Proposed Plan was mailed to approximately 510 individuals 
on a mailing list maintained by EPA for the Site. A copy of the 
Proposed Plan and supporting documentation was placed in the 
Administrative Record and was made available in the information 
repositories maintained at the EPA Region II office (290 
Broadway, New York, New York) and at the South Plainfield Public 
Library (2484 Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey). 
Public notices were published in local newspapers The Courier-
News on July 6, 2004 and The Observer-Tribune on July 9, 2004, 
advising the public of the availability of the Proposed Plan. 
The notices also announced the opening of a public cormnent period 
on July 6, 2004 and invited all interested parties to attend an 
upcoming public meeting. The public comment period was initially 
scheduled to end on August 5, 2004, but was extended, by the 
publication of an additional public notice in The Courier-News to 
September 4, 2004. 
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A public meeting to present the preferred remedial alternative 
for 0U2 was held at the South Plainfield Municipal' Building, 2480 
Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey on July 13, 2004. 

II. COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS. COMMENTS. 
CONCERNS. AND RESPONSES 

PART 1: Verbal Comments 

This section summarizes comments received from the public during 
the public comment period, and EPA's responses. 

A. SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS AND EPA's RESPONSES FROM THE PUBLIC 
MEETING CONCERNING 0U2 OF THE CORNELL-DUBILIER ELECTRONICS 
SITE - JULY 13, 2004 

A public meeting was held July 13, 2004, at 7:00 p.m. at the 
South Plainfield Municipal Building, 2480 Plainfield Avenue, 
South Plainfield, New Jersey. Following a brief presentation of 
the investigation findings, EPA presented the Proposed Plan and 
preferred alternative for 002 of the Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics, Inc. Site, received comments from interested 
citizens, and responded to questions regarding the remedial 
alternatives under consideration. 

Comments and questions raised by the public following EPA's 
presentation are categorized by relevant topics and presented as 
follows: 

a. Health and Exposure Concerns 
b. Remedial Action Objectives 
c. Extent of Contamination 
d. Public Acceptance and Short-term Effectiveness 
e. Operable Unit 1 
f. Bound Brook 
g. Costs 

a. Health and Exposure Concerns 

Conunent #1: Several residents asked whether any studies have been 
performed that illustrate the effects that the contaminants found 
at the Site have had on people that reside in the community. 

EPA Response: Cancer epidemiological studies can be performed by 
the New Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services (NJDHSS). 
NJDHSS maintains tumor registries for the State of New Jersey, at 
the county level, that allow for the evaluation of cancer rates 
and changes in rates over time. These activities are performed 
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by NJDHSS on an on-going basis. EPA will coordinate with NJDHSS 
epidemiologists and the community to disseminate any information 
available. 

In addition, as part of the Remedial Investigation (RI) for 0U2, 
EPA performed a baseline human health risk assessment (BHHRA). 
As part of the BHHRA, EPA evaluated the toxicity for each of the 
chemicals detected at the Site and calculated the reasonable 
maximum exposure (RME) for each population potentially exposed at 
the Site. The current and future RME individuals evaluated in 
the BHHRA included trespassers and commercial/industrial workers. 
The toxicity and exposure information is presented in the BHHRA. 

Comment #2: A resident expressed frustration that EPA cannot 
determine conclusively whether the Site is adversely affecting 
people; neither can EPA determine whether EPA's proposed remedy 
would successfully eliminate the hazard that is affecting people. 

EPA Response: EPA is not a health agency and dose not possess the 
expertise to do such studies. Consistent with EPA's risk 
assessment guidance and policies, the BHHRA conducted for the 
Site evaluated risks under current and future land uses in the 
absence of remedial action or institutional controls. EPA's 
BHHRA evaluates whether current or future Site uses might result 
in unacceptable exposures to contamination, but it does not 
entail epidemiological studies of nearby residents or building 
tenants to evaluate actual exposures or resultant health effects. 
The BHHRA concluded that the Site does pose unacceptable risks to 
human health and the environment, prompting EPA to evaluate 
remedies for the Site. ' • 

Comment #3: Numerous residents voiced their concern over the 
large nurtiber of cases of cancer that appear to be concentrated in 
South Plainfield and questioned why a study has not been 
performed. 

EPA Response: As indicated in response to comment #1, above, 
NJDHSS maintains a tumor registry for the State of New Jersey. 
Hospitals and physicians report cancer cases to this registry. 
NJDHSS evaluates the data at a county level and publishes the 
results of epidemiological studies that evaluate change in rates 
of disease and provide comparisons of county level data to state-
and county-wide averages. This information is published annually 
and the latest report is available at 
www.state.nj.us/health/cancer/statistics. 
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Comment #4: Several residents raised concerns that the registry 
does not contain information for each individual town, rather, 
the registry records information at the county level. 

EPA Response: EPA will work with NJDHSS and the community to 
provide any information that is available. Typically, data is 
evaluated and presented at a county level to protect the 
confidentiality of the patients in the registry. 

Comment #5: A resident asked what the units are for the non-
cancer risks. 

EPA Response: The Hazard Index (HI) represents the sum of several 
Hazard Quotients that are a comparison of the exposure level 
presented in units of milligram/kilogram-day (mg/kg-day) divided 
by the non-cancer Reference Dose for the individual chemicals, 
which is also in units of mg/kg-day. The division of these two 
values cancels out the units and, therefore, the HI does not have 
units. 

Comment #6: The same resident asked whether an HI of 11 is a big 
number. 

EPA Response: EPA has developed a threshold level of 1 for non-
cancer health effects. Values greater than 1 indicate an 
increase in potential for non-cancer health effects to occur. 
However, the HI does not predict a specific disease. 

Comment #7: The same resident doubted that a fence could protect 
children from toxic materials, because the Site poses an 
attractive nuisance for trespassing. 

EPA Response: The security measures currently in place at 0U2 
are temporary measures to restrict access to the facility, and 
are generally successful at limiting access. Signs are also 
posted at the facility. To date, these measures have been 
effective in reducing trespasser activity at the facility. 

Comment #8: A resident asked whether the risk assessment takes 
into consideration the cumulative effects of various contaminants 
at the Site on the nervous system. 

EPA Response: Although PCBs were the primary contributor to the 
risk, the health effects from each of the chemicals detected at 
the Site were also evaluated in the BHHRA. The selection of the 
critical health effect for a specific chemical is based on an 
evaluation of human epidemiological studies and animal studies. 
These studies provide a range of health effects at various dose 
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levels and the most sensitive effect is selected as the critical 
effect for that chemical. As part of the risk assessment, a 
cancer risk and non-cancer hazard index are calculated for each 
chemical of potential concern (COPC) at the Site. The risk 
assessment combines the toxicity information with the exposure 
information to develop cancer risk and non-cancer hazards. In 
developing the reasonable maximum exposure and central tendency 
exposure scenarios, the individual cancer risk and non-cancer 
hazard index for each COPC are calculated and then are combined. 
Results of the BHHRA are found in Section 6 of the RI for 0U2. 
Page 6-23 of the RI Report specifically identifies neurotoxicity 
(effects on nervous system) as a "major effect" category that was 
evaluated in the non-cancer health assessment. 

Comment #9: A resident requested that the EPA supply the 
community with a list of chemicals that have been found on the 
Site and the studies that were used to assess the harm from each 
of those chemicals to the hormone system, nervous system, immune 
system and the reproductive system. 

EPA Response: The information requested is identified in the Risk 
Assessment for 0U2 in Tables 5.1 and 6,1 and in the Lead 
Worksheets, which are located in Appendix 0 of the RI Report. In 
addition, the summary of the toxicity studies is available on 
EPA's Integrated Risk Information System, which is available at 
www.epa.gov/iris. A copy of the risk assessment is included in 
the Administrative Record for the Site, as part of the RI Report. 
A copy of the Administrative Record is located at the South 
Plainfield Public Library and at the EPA Records Center. 

Comment #10: A resident asked whether the risk assessment takes 
into consideration the toxic affect of the coir±)ination of PCB's, 
chromium, chlorethene, lead, plus "defiltration", and second-hand 
smoke; in other words, the kinds of things that elderly people 
are routinely exposed to in their daily lives and that this Site 
would be adding onto. 

EPA Response: Consistent with EPA policy, the BHHRA does not 
account for risks associated with background influences, such as 
second-hand smoke. The development of EPA's toxicity values are 
designed to be protective of sensitive sub-populations, including 
children. The BHHRA also calculated total risks by adding 
together the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards from the 
individual chemicals. EPA's Risk Assessment guidance allows for 
evaluation of special sub-populations such as children or the 
elderly. EPA evaluated sensitive sub-populations, such as the 
youth trespasser who would be exposed on a more frequent basis 
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than the young child or adult. 0U2 of the Site posed 
unacceptable risks even to the adolescent and adult workers. 

Comment #11: A resident raised a concern that people who used to 
live in the community may not know about the contamination at the 
Site. 

EPA Response: EPA will continue its efforts to disseminate 
information about the Site to the community. 

b. Remedial Action Objectives 

Comment #12: A resident asked whether the former capacitor 
disposal area will be excavated or paved. 

EPA Response: EPA's Preferred Alternative will require the 
excavation of the capacitor disposal area, and off-site disposal 
of the debris found therein. 

Comment #13: A resident asked which areas of the facility soils 
would be excavated. 

EPA Response: Figure 5 of the Proposed Plan identifies the areas 
containing soils exceeding the Remediation Goals for 0U2 of the 
Site. EPA's Preferred Alternative called for excavation of the 
capacitor disposal area, contaminated soil containing PCBs at 
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that 
exceed New Jersey's Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria 
for contaminants other than PCBs. 

Comment #14: A resident asked for clarification of the different 
shaded areas identified in Figure 5 of the Proposed Plan. 

EPA Response: The areas of PCB contamination in soil greater than 
500 ppm and other chemicals of potential concern greater than New 
Jersey's Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) are 
shaded in Figure 5 of the Proposed Plan. Additional sampling 
will be needed during the remedial design to determine the actual 
areal extent and depth of excavation for removal of contaminated 
soil. In addition, post-excavation sampling would be conducted 
to ensure that the cleanup goals are achieved. 

Comment #15: A resident asked for clarification of the difference 
in volume of soil that would be addressed in Alternative S-2 
versus the other soil alternatives. 

EPA Response: Under Alternative S-2, an estimated 278,500 cubic 
•yards of contaminated soil would be addressed. This alternative 
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addresses soils containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 10 
ppm and contaminated soils that exceed New Jersey's Impact to 
Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) for contaminants other 
than PCBs, Under Alternatives S-3 through S-5, an estimated 
114,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil would" be addressed. 
These alternatives address soils containing PCBs at 
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that 
exceed New Jersey's IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs. 

Comment #16: The same resident asked why EPA selected the cleanup 
goal of 10 ppm for PCBs and questioned why NJDEP's cleanup 
criterion isn't being used at the Site. 

EPA Response: EPA's August 1990 guidance entitled "A guide on 
Remedial Actions at Superfund Sites with PCB contamination" 
recommends a cleanup goal between 10-25 ppm for commercial/ 
industrial properties. The State of New Jersey has developed a 
State-wide residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion for 
PCBs of 0.49 ppm and a non-residential direct contact soil 
cleanup criterion for PCBs of 2 ppm for commercial/industrial 
properties, which are "To Be Considered" criteria. Under 
Alternatives S-2 through S-5, EPA has identified a Remediation 
Goal of 10 ppm for PCBs for direct contact with soils as 
protective of human health and the environment under the expectî d 
future use conditions. This cleanup goal is within EPA's 
acceptable risk range of 10"* to 10"̂ . 

Comment #17: The same resident asked for the definition of a 
principal threat waste. 

EPA Response: Principal threat wastes are those source materials 
considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally 
cannot be reliably contained, or would present a significant risk 
to human health or the environment should exposure occur. The 
definition of a principal threat is included on page 7 of the 
Proposed Plan. 

Comment #18: A resident asked for clarification regarding the use 
of engineering controls and institutional controls at the Site. 

EPA Response: Institutional controls are non-engineered 
instruments such as administrative or legal controls that 
minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination, by 
limiting land or resource use or by providing information that 
helps modify or guide human behavior at a site. Examples of 
institutional controls include deed notices and advisories. 
Since contaminants would remain in soil above EPA's PCB cleanup 
goal for unrestricted use (1,0 ppm for residential exposures) 
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recommended in EPA's 1990 PCB guidance, as well as the State of 
New Jersey's most protective soil cleanup criteria for PCBs (0.49 
ppm), institutional controls would be employed to ensure that any 
future site activities would be performed with knowledge of the 
Site conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of the 
property. 

Engineering controls consist of physical measures designed to 
minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination by 
either limiting direct contact with contaminated areas, reducing 
contamination"levels, or controlling migration of contaminants 
through environmental media.- Examples of engineering controls 
are capping and containment. Contaminated soils at the Site 
containing less than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs, would 
be capped by use of a multi-layer cap. Hardscape (i.e., that 
part of the Site consisting of structures, parking areas and 
walkways, made with hard materials) could be used in place of 
capping. 

Comment #19: A resident asked what happens to the engineering 
controls after 30 years, 

EPA Response: The 30 year period is used to calculate the present 
worth for each of the alternatives. The engineering and 
institutional controls do not expire at the end of the 30 year 
period and must be kept in place for as long as contamination 
remains on-site. 

Comment #20: A resident wanted to know where the multi-layer'-cap 
would be installed and what the cap would look like. 

EPA Response: Contaminated soils at the Site containing less than 
500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs, would be capped by use of 
a multi-layer cap. Section 4 of the FS Report for 0U2 describes 
the elements of a typical multi-layer cap. Hardscape (i.e., that 
part of the Site consisting of structures, parking areas and 
walkways, made with hard materials) could be used in place of 
capping. 

Comment #21: The same resident asked whether there will be a cell 
located at the Site where contaminated soil would be deposited 
after it has been treated. 

EPA Response: Potential locations for the backfilled soil will be 
evaluated during the remedial design phase. 
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Comment #22: A resident asked for the concentrations of PCBs in 
soil that would be placed back in the ground after the 
contaminated soils have been treated in the LTTD unit. 

EPA Response: Although the operational parameters of the LTTD 
unit will be evaluated during the remedial design phase, EPA 
anticipates that soils treated by the on-site LTTD will achieve a 
treatment goal of 10 ppm for PCBs prior to backfilling on site. 

Comment #23: A resident asked whether Alternative S-2 contains 
the most stringent cleanup goal possible. 

EPA Response: EPA evaluated Remediation Goals that are protective 
given the current and planned future uses of the Site. Under 
Alternative S-2, soils containing PCBs at concentrations greater 
than 10 ppm and contaminated soils that exceed New Jersey's 
Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) for 
contaminants other than PCBs would be addressed. EPA's August 
1990 PCB guidance recommends a cleanup goal of 1 ppm for 
unrestricted land use, such as residential land use. The State 
of New Jersey has developed State-wide residential direct contact 
soil cleanup criteria for PCBs of 0,49 ppm and non-residential 
direct contact soil cleanup criteria for PCBs of 2 ppm for 
commercial/industrial properties, which are "To Be Considered" 
criteria. 

Comment #24: A resident asked why the soil alternatives do not 
contain clean up goals for the other contaminants found at the 
site. 

EPA Response: While other contaminants, such as arsenic and lead, 
were identified in the risk assessment as incremental 
contributors to the direct contact risks posed by the site, EPA 
has not identified specific Remediation Goals for these other 
contaminants because the primary risk driver, PCBs, is ubiquitous 
across the Site, and EPA expects that remedies that adequately 
address the risks posed by PCBs would also address these other 
contaminants. Furthermore, metals found at elevated levels in 
soils were not found in the groundwater and, therefore, the 
facility soils do not appear to be a continuing groundwater 
threat based upon the metals content. Engineering and 
institutional controls would be employed to ensure that any 
future Site activities would be performed with knowledge of the 
Site conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls. 

Comment #25: A resident asked what is the duration of the cap and 
the duration of the hazard. 
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EPA Response: The engineering and institutional controls would 
have to be implemented as long as contaminants remain on the Site 
above the unrestricted use cleanup criterion. The long term 
operation and maintenance of these measures would be addressed in 
a Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan. In addition, five-year 
reviews would be performed to assure that the implemented 
remedies protect public health and the environment and that they 
function as intended by the decision document. 

Comment #26: A resident asked what EPA's experience is with long 
term O&M. 

EPA Response: EPA has implemented long term O&M plans at many 
Superfund sites across the country. It is standard practice for 
implementing cleanups that are of long duration, such as 
groundwater remedies, or for managing residual contamination on 
Site. 

Comment #27: A resident asked for the drinking water criteria for 
PCBs. 

EPA Response: Under the authority of the Safe Drinking Water Act, 
the drinking water standard for PCBs in drinking water is 0.5 
parts per billion (ppb). The maximum concentration detected in 
groundwater at the Site was 84 ppb. 

c. Extent of Contamination 

Comment #28: A resident asked if contaminants, other than 
tetrachloroethylene, vinyl chloride and methylene chloride, 'vJere 
found at the Site. 

EPA Response: Although PCBs are the most prevalent contaminants 
found on the property, sampling revealed volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
pesticides, inorganics, and dioxins/furans at the Site. A 
complete list of all of the contaminants detected at the Site can 
be found in Appendix G of the RI Report. 

Comment #29: A resident asked whether PCBs can act like a dust 
that flies through the air. 

EPA Response: PCBs were widely used as a fire preventative and 
insulator in the manufacture of transformers, capacitors, and 
other electrical equipment, because of their ability to withstand 
exceptionally high temperatures. The manufacture of PCBs stopped 
in the United States in 1977. PCBs and chlorinated organic 
degreasing solvents were used by CDE in the manufacturing process 
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at the South Plainfield facility, and the company apparently 
disposed of PCB-contaminated materials and other hazardous 
substances directly on the facility soils. CDE's activities 
evidently led to widespread chemical contamination at the 
facility, as well as migration of contaminants to areas adjacent 
to the facility. As described in Section 5 of the OUl RI Report, 
contaminants have likely migrated from the facility property via 
airborne entrainment of contaminated particulates (i.e., fugitive 
dust emissions), vehicular traffic, surface water run-off, and 
percolation/migration to the groundwater. 

Prior to the site stabilization measures that were implemented in 
1997, there were exposed, non-vegetative soil areas at the 
industrial park (e.g., the roadways were a mixture of dirt, 
gravel, and stone), and activities on the industrial park have 
included vehicle operations (e.g., a truck driving school). 
These exposed surficial soil particles, with PCB contaminants 
adsorbed to their surfaces, likely became entrained into the air 
during dry, windy periods and then were transported with the 
prevailing winds, until they were deposited off the industrial 
park via wet or dry deposition processes. In addition to 
airborne entrainment, surface soils contaminated with PCBs may 
have been transported from the industrial park via vehicular 
traffic. Soil particles are typically disturbed by vehicles 
driving on dirt/gravel roads, especially during very dry periods 
(i.e., dusty conditions) and/or very wet periods (i.e., muddy 
conditions), and these particles then become attached to parts of 
the vehicle (e.g., tires, undercarriage). It is likely that 
contaminated soil particles adhered to vehicles transversing the 
industrial park, such as tractor trailer trucks. Subsequent-
travel by the vehicles from the industrial park may have re-
deposited the dust/mud on roadways, driveways, etc., where 
surface water runoff may have further transported the 
contaminated soil particles to the surface of nearby property 
areas. 

Contaminants may also migrate into air via volatilization. 
However, based on their vapor pressures and Henry's Law 
constants, very limited volatilization from contaminated soil can 
occur for PCBs. Therefore, in general, airborne migration of 
PCBs would principally occur as a result of fugitive dust 
emissions, not volatilization. 

Comment #30: The same resident asked whether EPA performed soil 
sampling along the perimeter of the town, in addition to the 
sampling performed at the industrial park, to determine if PCB-
contaminated dust was in other people's soil. If sampling was 
performed, the resident asked whether PCBs were detected. 
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EPA Response: EPA performed extensive sampling in the area 
surrounding the former CDE facility. EPA's sampling program 
surveyed an area covering approximately 135 acres. The results 
of the sampling performed of the properties in the vicinity of 
the former CDE facility are documented in the RI Report for OUl. 

Comment #31: A resident stated in response to a telephone inquiry 
she made to EPA, she was told that dust from the CDE Site affects 
residents within a three mile radius. 

EPA Response: Results of the OUl RI do not indicate that PCB 
contamination has impacted residential properties three miles 
from the Site. However, sampling has revealed PCB contamination 
in the sediments of the Bound Brook and New Market Pond, 
approximately 2.4 miles downstream of the Site. 

Comment #32: A resident asked about the building contamination at 
the Site. 

EPA Response: Sampling performed in the facility buildings 
revealed PCB contamination in all 18 buildings. Elevated metals 
concentrations were also found in all 18 buildings. Results of 
soil samples collected beneath the concrete slabs of the 
buildings revealed that soils beneath the buildings are 
contaminated with various contaminants. The results of the 
sampling for each building are available in the RI Report. 

Comment #33: A resident stated that debris from the capacitor 
disposal area used to be burned at the Site and the contamination 
has migrated off-site. ' * 

EPA Response: Test pit excavations performed during the RI 
revealed charred debris, indicating that material had been burned 
at the Site. In addition, sampling results indicate that the 
Site has impacted the groundwater. Bound Brook and nearby 
properties. 

Comment #34: A resident asked whether there was black top over 
the contaminated soils. 

EPA Response: As part of the Site stabilization measures 
implemented in 1997, an asphalt cap was installed on the 
developed portion of the industrial park. 

Comment #35: A resident asked whether the soil contamination 
extends to the Bound Brook. 
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EPA Response: Sampling performed during the RI revealed that the 
soil contamination extends to the Bound Brook. Figures 4-1 
through 4-53 of the 0U2 RI Report identify the extent of 
contamination. Further delineation of this contamination will be 
conducted as part of the next phase at the Site. 

Comment #36: The same resident pointed out that the depth of 
contamination in some areas would probably be shallow, whereas in 
some areas the contamination could extend to a depth of 12 feet, 

EPA Response: Results of the RI reveal that the overburden is 
absent beneath a number of the buildings in the northwest corner 
of the property with increasing thickness towards the Bound 
Brook, to a maximum depth of about 15 feet. 

Comment #37: A tenant at the industrial park asked if the current 
buildings at the industrial park were used during CDE's 
operations or if they were constructed after CDE left the 
property. 

EPA Response: CDE operated at the Site from 1936 to 1962. In 
1910, the first building was constructed at the industrial park. 
Records indicate that the last buildings were constructed in 
1950. 

Comment #38: A tenant at the industrial park asked about a black 
tar-like residue on the floor in the warehouse area of Building 
#6. He wanted to know whether that residue is from the PCB 
process. 

EPA Response: EPA collected dust samples from each of the 18 
buildings at the industrial park, including building #6. The 
sampling revealed PCBs at a concentration of 2,700 ppm in the 
building dust. EPA could not obtain further clarification, after 
the meeting, of the black tar-like residue referenced in Building 
#6. 

Comment #39: The same tenant questioned whether the activities he 
is performing in Building #6 may aggravate the situation, 
creating dust or airborne situations that could harm his 
employees. 

EPA Response: The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR) provided a fact sheet for the tenants at the 
industrial park. This fact sheet explains how workers at the 
industrial park may be. exposed to PCBs and lead at the industrial 
park and ways to avoid exposure to PCBs and lead at the 
industrial park. The fact sheet also provides information on 
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reducing exposure to chemical contaminants that have been 
detected on some surfaces inside buildings at the Hamilton 
Industrial Park. 

Comment #40: The tenant asked whether the operation of the air 
handling unit for his building would pick contaminants emanating 
from the soil and bring it into his office space. 

EPA Response: The area outside building #6 is paved and, 
therefore, the operation of an air handling unit would not be 
expected to create a dust condition. 

Comment #41: A local environmentalist asked for clarification on 
the location of Area A and Area B that are referenced in the 
Proposed Plan. 

EPA Response: Area A is generally defined as the developed 
portion of the facility property. Area B is generally defined as 
the undeveloped portion of the facility property. These 
references were only relevant in defining different current and 
future use areas of the property for the risk assessment. 

Comment #42: The local environmentalist asked about the results 
o:' the dye testing in the storm sewers on-site and the potential 
for migration of contamination from the property. 

EP^ Response: As part of the RI for 0U2, dye testing was 
performed to evaluate the storm water drainage system at the 
Sit J. The testing revealed that some of the storm sewers 
discharge to the Bound Brook. The storm sewers are located 'in 
the developed portion of the facility property, where paving was 
installed as part of the Site stabilization measures, thereby 
miniidzing transport of contaminated soils into the system. 

Comment #43: The same resident asked for the locations of the 
drain pipes. 

EPA Response: The locations of the storm sewers and drainage 
pipes are identified in Figure 2-5 of the RI Report for 0U2. 

Commen '. #44: The same resident asked whether EPA knows if the 
mitigav ion of the storm drains was effective at preventing runoff 
from the Site. 

EPA Response: EPA believes that paving around these storm drains, 
performed as part of the Site stabilization measures, has 
minimized the potential for soil to enter the drainage system. 
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Comment #45: The same resident asked if there is residual 
contamination infiltrating in any of these areas. 

EPA Response: Samples of representative drainage system locations 
around the developed portion of the property were collected to 
determine the level of contamination in the on-site drainage 
system and the potential for the system to be a source and/or 
facilitated transport mechanism for contamination. Analysis of 
the five sediment samples and six standing water samples revealed 
concentrations of PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and metals. 
These results are presented in Appendix G of the RI Report for 
0U2. 

Comment #46: A resident asked whether the Site stabilization 
measures, such as the hay bales and silt fencing, had been 
maintained. 

EPA Response: The current property owner, D.S.C. of Newark 
Enterprises, Inc. performs routine inspections of the Site 
stabilization measures that were implemented in 1997, 
Inspections that reveal the need to repair items that have been 
damaged are repaired. The hay bales and silt fencing that were 
installed as part of the Site stabilization measures were 
te.Tiporary measures until vegetative cover was in place in the 
unc.eveloped portion of the Site, Since the undeveloped portion 
is vegetated, the hay bales and silt fencing are no longer 
nec3ssary, 

Comnent #47: The same resident asked whether it would be 
bene'icial to seal the drainage pipes. '• 

EPA Fesponse: EPA does not believe that the current conditions 
warrant an immediate action. The drainage system removes 
stormwater from the Site. The drainage pipes would be addressed 
in the performance of the remedial action for 0U2. 

d. Public Acceptance and Short-term Effectiveness 

Comment #48: A resident questioned how EPA plans to contain the 
soil, once work begins, so that contamination will not become 
airborne. 

EPA Response: During the remedial design phase, health and safety 
plans will be developed to ensure that the work will be performed 
in a manner that is protective of the construction workers on-
site an(i the nearby residents and businesses. Proven procedures 
including engineering controls and safe work practices would be 
used to address potential impacts to the construction workers and 
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community. In addition, the appropriate air monitoring would be 
performed, during the implementation of any remedial action at 
the Site. 

Comment #49: A resident stated that during prior removal actions 
that were performed at properties along Hamilton Boulevard, she 
observed that the soil was not covered as it was loaded onto the 
trucks. The resident claimed that dust must have been generated 
by the excavation activities and people may have been 
contaminated as a result of this work. The resident further 
stated that better protection should be in place before beginning 
the remedial action at the industrial park. 

EPA Response: During the implementation of the Tier I and Tier II 
removal actions, the appropriate engineering controls were 
implemented to minimize the generation of dust. In addition, air 
monitoring stations were installed and monitored, and trucks 
carrying soil away for off-site disposal were tarped. During the 
implementation of the remedial action for 0U2, the appropriate 
engineering controls and safe work practices will be used to 
address potential impacts to the construction workers and 
community. 

Comment #50: A resident asked how EPA determines the manner in 
wh-ch the cleanup will be performed, such as how contaminated 
soil will be transported, 

EPA Response: The plans and specifications will be developed 
during the remedial design phase. For example, transportation 
routes and the method of transportation (e.g., via rail or truck) 
will be evaluated during the remedial design. The FS assumed 
true) transportation would be used. 

e. Operable Unit 1 

Comment #51: A resident asked if the residential sampling results 
were provided to property owners who might have moved away from 
the area prior to 1995, and whether EPA has searched for 
individuals who lived in the area, but may have moved out of the 
neighborhood recently. 

EPA Response: EPA provided the residential sampling results to 
the owr.ars of the properties at the time of sampling. EPA has 
not mad2 an effort to provide the results to prior owners, though 
some former residents have sought out EPA for information after 
hearing of the Site. 
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Comment #52: A resident asked whether the South Plainfield 
Department of Public Works property has been sampled and what 
were the results. 

EPA Response: In the summer of 2000, EPA collected 25 soil 
samples from the South Plainfield Department of Public Works 
property, identified as 405 Spicer Avenue. Soil sampling 
revealed PCB concentrations ranging up to 0.45 ppm, which does 
not pose an unacceptable cancer risk or non-cancer hazard index 
to the workers. 

f. Bound Brook 

Comment #53: A resident asked whether Spring Lake was 
contaminated. 

EPA Response: During the summer of 1997 EPA collected sediment, 
surface water, and edible fish tissue samples as part of an 
ecological evaluation of the Bound Brook downstream of the 
industrial park. As part of this evaluation, sediment and edible 
fish tissue samples were analyzed from Spring Lake. The results 
of this sampling revealed VOC, SVOC, and metal concentrations in 
tne sediment. However, PCBs were not detected in the sediments. 
Ir. addition, pesticides and PCBs were detected in the edible fish 
ti-sue. This information is contained in the document entitled 
"Ecological Report for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Site", dated 
Aug-ist 1999, which is in the Site Administrative Record. As a 
res lit of this sampling, NJDEP issued a fish consumption advisory 
for Bound Brook, New Market Pond and Spring Lake. 

In addition, in April 1999, NJDEP collected 32 sediment samples 
in Spring Lake and along Cedar Brook from Plainfield High School 
to tie lake. Sediment samples were also collected along a feeder 
strean from Maple Avenue to Cedar Brook. No PCBS were detected 
in an/ of the samples collected. Alpha and gamma-chlordane were 
the most prevalent contaminants detected. Other contaminants 
detected included DDT, DDD, heptachlor epoxide, dieldrin, and 
endrir. aldehyde. 

Commen: #54: The same resident raised a concern that soil 
adjacent to the waterways could be contaminated because the water 
overflows onto the land. The resident further stated that 
children and animals use these areas on a daily basis. 

EPA Response: During the summer of 1997, EPA collected 1,060 soil 
and sedi.ment samples along 2.4 miles of the streambed of the 
Bound Brook. The results of this sampling revealed wide-spread 
low level PCB contamination along the Bound Brook. 
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As a result, in June of 1999, EPA conducted additional surface 
soil and sediment sampling along the Bound Brook downstream of 
the industrial park in four distinct recreational areas, 
including Veterans Memorial Park. The sampling revealed PCB 
concentrations ranging from "non detected" to a maximum 
concentration of 25 ppm in Veterans Memorial Park. NJDHSS 
reviewed the results of this sampling event and determined these 
areas currently pose no apparent health hazard to children and 
adults who utilize these areas for recreational purposes. The 
NJDHSS determined that residents using the areas would not be 
exposed to PCBs at levels of public health significance. This 
information can be found in the ATSDR Health Consultation, 
developed by NJDHSS for ATSDR, dated May 25, 2000. Subsequent to 
this health consultation, the Borough of South Plainfield limited 
access to areas in Veterans Memorial Park due to the discovery of 
asbestos-containing material and other debris. 

Comment #55: The same resident asked for clarification of the 
term "recreational use", 

EPA Response: The term recreation use is based on the observed 
activities at the park. As part of the health consultation, 
NJDHSS and EPA staff performed a site visit on March 7, 2000. 
During the site visit, people were observed parking their cars 
anc walking their dogs in the woodland areas. Veterans Memorial 
Par': also contains ball fields. Therefore, it is expected that 
chil.dren and adults use the park for activities such as ball 
plâ îng, fishing, and having picnics. The exposure frequency for 
the recreational user would be less than that of a resident. 

Comment #56: A resident asked whether portions of the Bound Brook 
upgrajient to the industrial park have been sampled. 

EPA R.;sponse: As part of the soil and sediment sampling performed 
in the Bound Brook in 1997, EPA collected samples, at 50 foot 
inter"̂ als, along a reach of the Bound Brook approximately 500 
feet i:nmediately upstream of the Site. 

Comment #57: A resident asked whether the Dismal Swamp will be 
included in the investigation of the Bound Brook. 

EPA Response: EPA anticipates that additional sampling would be 
perform.id upgradient of the industrial park, as part of the 
investigation of the Bound Brook. A separate RI/FS is being 
performed for the Woodbrook Road Dump Superfund Site, which is 
located within the Dismal Swamp. The Woodbrook Road Dump Site 
also has PCB contamination. 
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g. Costs 

Comment #58: A resident asked what time frame was used in the 
present worth analysis for the remedial alternatives. 

EPA Response: The present worth cost evaluates a 30 year period. 

Comment #59: The same resident asked whether the funding for the 
operation and maintenance would be coming.from the State 
Superfund Contract or from the property owner. 

EPA Response: To date, no determinations regarding funding for 
this work have been made by EPA. EPA will explore all available 
funding options'at the appropriate time. 

Comment #60: The same resident asked whether rail lines were 
considered for transportation of the contaminated soil and debris 
off the Site and whether the costs in the FS were based on truck 
,or rail. 

EPA Response: For cost estimating purposes, the FS evaluated 
costs for each of the alternatives based on trucks. During the 
remedial design phase, the effectiveness of using rail lines to 
transport contaminated soil and debris will be evaluated. 

Comnent #61: A resident asked who would take control of the 
property when the project starts, 

EPA Response: The Hamilton Industrial Park is currently owned by 
p,S.C, of Newark Enterprises, Inc, a potentially responsible' 
party for the Site, EPA has enforcement tools to assure that a 
remedy is performed, but EPA does not need to "control" the land • 
in order for the remedy to be performed. 

Comment #62: A resident asked who is funding the project. ^ 

EPA Response: The RI/FS for the Site was performed using federal 
funds. 

PART 2: Written Comments 

Comments and concerns that were not addressed at the public 
meeting were accepted in writing during the public comment 
period. Written comments have been presented verbatim and 
identified in italicized print. 
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B. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
FROM THE SOUTH PLAINFIELD ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION 

Comment #B.l: At i t s July meeting, the South P l a in f i e ld 
Environmental Commission discussed the remedial a l t e r n a t i v e s 
presented at the EPA's publ ic meeting on July 13. Most of the 
members attended the meeting.. They thought that there were many ' 
questions that were not relevant to deciding on a 'remedial 
s t ra tegy . 

EPA Response: EPA considers community involvement, an important 
part of the Superfund process. For this Site EPA has held 
several public information sessions in South Plainfield, 
beginnir̂ g in 1997, in order to inform the community of the 
results of investigations and upcoming actions related to the 
Site. Although the purpose of the July 13, 2004 public meeting 
was to explain and solicit comment on the Proposed Plan for 0U2, 
EPA welcomes community input on all aspects of the Superfund 
process. As a result, EPA believes that the July 13/ 2004 
meeting was very productive and identified legitimate concerns. 

Comment #B,2: The Environmental Commission agrees with EPA's 
Preferred Al te rna t ive , which combines Al terna t ive S-3 and S-5. 
Because- there are s t i l l many uncer ta in t ies about the extent and 
nature of the contamination that will have to be dea l t with, the 
EC bel ieves we will need the f l e x i b i l i t y offered by adopting a 
two-pronged approach of soil- treatment where poss ib le and removal 
where necessary. There was some concern with what form the Low 
Temperature Thermal Desorption system would take. However, 'the 
EC concluded that the aes the t i c and environmental impacts would 
be temporary while the advantages of lower cost and of 
decoitaminating the so i l would be permanent. 

EPA response: The specifications referred to in the comment will 
become available during the remedial design phase. As indicated 
in response to comment B.l, EPA believes that the public 
infornation sessions have been a useful tool to inform the 
community of the activities at the Site. EPA intends to continue 
to hold information sessions in South Plainfield, and will 
provida this information to the cormnunity as it becomes 
available. 

C. WFvITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH 
PLAINFIELD* 

* Although comments from the Borough of South 
Plainfield were received by the Agency after the 
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comment period closed, the comments have been included 
in the Responsiveness Summary. 

Comment #C.l: The Mayor and Council of the Borough cannot s t r e s s 
enough the i r whole-heartedly support the expedit ious cleanup of 
the Hamilton Boulevard Indus t r i a l S i t e and be l ieve that the 
represen ta t ives from Cornell Dubil ier and Dana Corporation have 
provided a viable cleanup a l t e r n a t i v e . We urge the EPA to 
endorse the proposed cleanup plan as submitted by these 
companies. 

EPA Response: EPA has evaluated the alternative proposed by 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. and Dana Corporation (see 
section H, below). Based on this review, EPA has made a 
determination that the PRPs' proposed alternative does not meet 
the Remedial Action Objectives for the Site. The PRPs' proposed 
Cleanup Goals defining principal threats at the Site are 
inconsistent with EPA's PCB guidance and the State of New 
Jersey's impact-to-groundwater cleanup criteria, are not 
supported by NJDEP, and, based upon the comments received from 
other members of the community, would be strongly opposed in the 
community. 

Furthermore, the PRPs' proposed alternative selectively 
identifies remedial components that support the PRPs' objective 
of minimizing costs, but that in EPA's assessment do not provide 
adequately protective responses to the problems posed by the 
Sit^, Please also review the Comparative Analysis of 
Alternatives section o.f. the Decision Summary and EPA' s response 
to the PRPs' comments. •' - r - . 

D. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
FROM 1) TINA RUSSELL; 2) LINDA LOVELLO; 3) PATRICIA E. 
MILLER; 4)ROBERT SPIEGEL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE EDISON 
AfETLANDS ASSOCIATION; 5) THOMAS POLITOWSKI; 6) JEANNIE 
POLITOWSKI; 7) DANIEL POLITOWSKI; 8) DEVIN POLITOWSKI; AND 
9) KIM POLITOWSKI* 

* The following identical written comments were received 
sfiparately from the above-referenced individuals. 

Comment #D.l: As you may know, Cornell-Dubil ier Elect ronics i s an 
extremely hazardous s i t e even by Superfund Standards. The EPA's 
own r i sk assessment has found that t h i s s i t e poses a cancer r i sk 
in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the highest l eve l s of PCBs 
in the Sta te of New Jersey are found in the f ish caught in the 
Bound Brook adjacent to Cornel l-Dubil ier , where many local 

Page 22 

500157 



r e s iden t s s t i l l unknowingly f i sh . The EPA i s proposing to leave 
PCB l eve l s at 500 p a r t s per mil l ion (ppm) a f t e r cleanup, or 250 
times the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We s t rongly disagree 
with t h i s i r r e spons ib le proposal , and ask the EPA to use the 
acceptable Sta te standard of 2 p a r t s per mi l l ion . 

EPA Response: EPA's August 1990 guidance entitled "A guide on 
Remedial Actions at Superfund Sites with PCB contamination" 
recommends a cleanup goal between 10 - 25 ppm for 
commercial/industrial properties. For this Site, EPA has 
selected a Remediation Goal of 10 ppm for PCBs for direct contact 
with soils. Under the Selected Remedy, PCB-contaminated soil 
will remain on-site at concentrations up to 500 ppm. The 
Selected Remedy requires the installation of a multi-layer .cap, 
engineering controls, and institutional controls to address these 
areas to prevent direct contact with residual contamination. 

The State of New Jersey has developed a non-residential direct 
contact soil cleanup criterion for PCBs of-2 ppm for 
commercial/industrial properties. Because this is not a 
promulgated standard, it is not an "Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate" standard, but a "To Be Considered" criterion. EPA 
has evaluated the extent of surface soil PCB contamination at 0U2 
of the CDE Site and estimates that 96 percent of the surface soil 
.-ixceeds NJDEP's 2 ppm cleanup criterion, whereas 92 percent of 
v.he surface soil exceeds EPA's 10 ppm Remediation Goal.. This 
very small difference in area, coupled with the future-use plans -
for the Site, indicate that a remedy preventing direct contact 
w: th soils containing PCBs above EPA's 10 ppm Remediation Goal 
would be adequately protective, as compared to NJDEP's more ' ' 
stringent 2 ppm criterion. NJDEP disagrees with EPA's selection 
of a 10 ppm Remediation Goal for direct contact, preferring the 2 
ppr. criterion, but concurs with EPA's Selected Remedy that 
entails addressing the principal threats at the Site through 
excavation and treatment or off-site disposal and using capping 
and institutional controls to manage the lower level threats 
pos'd by the Site. 

Comrrant #D.2: I t i s obvious that the EPA i s p lac ing more p r i o r i t y 
on redevelopment and cost concerns than on human heal th and the 
environment. 

EPA P.esponse: Although EPA has considered the redevelopment and 
the future use of the industrial park in the development of, the 
FS for 0U2, EPA's priority for this Site is protecting public 
healt?! and the environment. In developing the remedial 
alternatives for this operable unit, EPA ensured that each of the 
remedies evaluated, except the no action alternative, would 
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provide adequate protection of human health and the environment 
by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risk through off-site 
disposal/treatment, engineering controls and/or institutional 
controls. The Remediation Goal of 10 ppm is within EPA's 
protective risk range for commercial/industrial properties. . 

EPA takes into consideration the interests of the community and 
future-use plans when developing remedial alternatives. The 
Borough of South Plainfield considers the redevelopment of the 
Hamilton Industrial Park a high priority, and EPA included 
several redevelopment considerations, such as flexible capping 
criteria, in the remedial alternatives, and considered the 
redevelopment in its discussion of the nine evaluation criteria, 
under the "Short-term Effectiveness" section. 

Comment #D.3: In addi t ion , the plan f a i l s to address a number of 
other crucial i s s u e s : The EPA's Preferred Al te rna t ive for the 
bui lding remedy seeks to e i the r demolish the bui ld ings or keep 
people out of contact with the bui ldings in the fu ture . However, 
r igh t now the EPA i s allowing indus t r i a l workers, including women 
of children bearing age, to work in these bui ld ings without fu l ly 
character iz ing t he i r contamination. 

EPA Response: The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
R-.;gistry (ATSDR) conducts Public'Health Assessments for all 
Svperfund sites. The purpose of the Public Health Assessment is 
to find out if people are being exposed to hazardous substances 
an.i, if so, whether that exposure is harmful and should be 
eliminated or reduced and the time frame under which remedia__tion 
is lecessary. At EPA's request, ATSDR has conducted several 
Pubi.ic Health Assessments for the CDE Site. These health-
assessments have been conducted after each of the major sampling 
everts were performed by EPA. For example, ATSDR conducted 
health assessments in May 1997 and March 2001, based upon the 
samp,'.ing performed by EPA as part of the remedial investigation 
with.n the 18 buildings ..located at the industrial park. EPA has 
collected 76 wipe, chip, and vacuum dust samples from the 18 
buildings. As a result of ATSDR's evaluation of this data, ATSDR 
concluded that short-term effects are not likely to occur given 
the levels of contamination, but that the conditions do pose a 
potential long-term threat to workers. 

After sach sampling event, EPA met with the tenants at the 
industrial park to discuss the results and distributed fact 
sheets prepared by ATSDR that provided information on reducing 
exposure to chemical contaminants detected in the buildings. 

In addition, at EPA's request, the U.S. Department of Labor 
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Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) conducted 
air and wipe sampling in one of the buildings at the industrial 
park. Based on this sampling, OSHA determined that workers were 
exposed to polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) at levels below the 
OSHA permissible exposure limits (PELs). However, the exposure 
levels were in excess of the National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommended exposure level. As a 
result, OSHA required the posting of signs within the building. 

Comment #D.4: Likewise, the EPA ignores those s o i l s contaminated 
with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our s t a t e requi res a deed 
not ice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contaminated s o i l s , yet the EPA ignores t h i s without providing 
any explanation. 

EPA Response: The State of New Jersey has developed a State-wide 
residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion for PCBs of 
0.49 ppm and a non-residential direct contact soil cleanup 
criterion for PCBs of 2 ppm for commercial/industrial properties, 
which are "To Be Considered" criteria. The current and future 
use of the industrial park is commercial/industrial. 

In addition, institutional controls, such as a deed notice, would 
be employed at the Site since contaminants would remain in soil 
above EPA's PCB cleanup goal for unrestricted use (1.0 ppm) 
recommended in EPA's 1990 PCB guidance, as well as the State of 
New Jersey's most protective soil cleanup criteria for PCBs (0.49 
ppm' and New Jersey's residential direct contact soil cleanup 
cri-cerion for inorganics for the Site. This information is 
presented on page 11 of the Proposed Plan. Engineering and* ' 
inst'.tutional controls are well-established methods of managing 
lowe:v level threats that remain on-site after a cleanup. 

E. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
?ROM DEBORAH A. MANS, ESQ., POLICY DIRECTOR, NY/NJ BAYKEEPER 

Commei.t #E. 1: Baykeeper i s extremely troubled by the EPA's 
propot-al to leave PCB l eve l s at 500 p a r t s per mil l ion (ppm) on 
the s i t e a f t e r clean-up. This i s 250 times the State-al lowed 
level r)f 2 ppm for unres t r i c ted use. While s t a t e regula t ions do 
allow .-.he establishment of s i t e - s p e c i f i c c r i t e r i a , the EPA has 
not deuonstrated that the l eve l s i t i s proposing will be as 
p ro tec t ive as the 2 ppm l eve l . 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.l, above. 
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Comment #E.2: Indeed, the proposed plan for remedial act ion i s 
sorely lacking in any spec i f ics as to how the contamination l e f t 
on-s i te will be i so l a t ed . The mul t i - l ayer cap for the l eve l s of 
PCBs between 10 and 500 ppm i s undefined and the engineering 
controls for the l eve l s of PCBs between 2 and 10 ppm are l ikewise 
undefined. How i s the publ ic supposed to comment on and be aware 
of the methods for p ro tec t ing the publ ic heal th when the proposed 
plan leaves t h i s i ssue vague and undefined? I t a l so places a 
question on the p r i o r i t y for the EPA on t h i s s i t e - i s i t the 
pro tec t ion of the environment and publ ic heal th or the speedy 
redevelopment of t h i s s i t e ? 

EPA Response: Section 4 of the FS Report for 0U2 describes a 
multi-layer cap system as a combination of two or more single 
layer capping technologies. Figure 4-3 of the FS Report shows a 
typical cross-section for a multi-layer cap system,.although 
other designs are possible that achieve the same goals. In 
addition, "hardscape" surfaces (e.g., building foundations, 
concrete walkways, asphalt parking areas) could be used in 
conjunction with the multi-layer cap. At this Site, EPA found 
there to be very little difference in protectiveness between 
EPA's Remediation Goal of 10 ppm and the NJDEP criterion of 2 
pfm: both would require capping of more than 90 percent of the 
Siv.e, and the remaining 10 percent of the Site would be subject 
to some type of engineering control, such as a soil cover, under 
eitrier Remediation Goal. Also, see EPA's response to comment 
D,2, above. 

Cons'.dering that the facility is an active industrial park, ÊPA 
belit.'ves that the property owner (s) and/or the parties perforlming 
the vork should be allowed flexibility in the design of the cap 
in order to accommodate any future redevelopment. However, any 
design must achieve the goals and standards established by EPA 
and NTDEP. In order to address the community's concern, this 
inforr-ation will be made available during the remedial design 
phase. 

Comment. #E.3: In order to address t h i s i ssue the EPA should be 
using -.-.he acceptable s t a t e standard of 2 ppm for the clean-up 
standard for the e n t i r e s i t e . 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.l, above. 

Comment #E,4: Addi t ional ly , the EPA's Preferred Al terna t ive for 
the buiSding remedy seeks to e i t he r demolish the bui ldings or 
keep people out of contact with the bui ldings in the future . 
However, allowing people to work in the bui ldings r igh t now 
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without f u l l y charac ter iz ing the contamination i s unacceptable. 
There must be a short-term plan to address t h i s outstanding 
i s sue . 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.3, above. 

Comment #E.5: Further , the Sta te of New Jersey requi res a deed 
not ice when contamination above i t s most r e s t r i c t i v e cleanup 
c r i t e r i a will remain o n - s i t e , ind ica t ing a deed not ice and 
engineering controls are required for the CDS for a l l s o i l s with 
grea ter than 0.49 ppm PCB. The Proposed Plan only includes a deed 
not ice for a l l s o i l s grea ter than 2 ppm. PCB contaminated so i l 
between 0.49 ppm and 2 ppm are not addressed at a l l by the 
Proposed Plan. They will ne i ther be placed under the mul t i - layer 
cap nor subject to a deed not ice . The EPA needs to address th i s 
i s sue . 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.4, above. 

Comment #E.6: One of the highest l eve l s of PCBs in the s t a t e of 
New Jersey i s found in f ish caught in the Bound Brook adjacent to 
the Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e , where many local r e s iden t s s t i l l 
unk'iowingly f i sh . In the short-term the EPA must ensure that 
adec/uate signage ex i s t s along t h i s waterway to warn the publ ic 
aboit the dangers of eat ing f ish caught in the Bound Brook and 
that a local education campaign, in the appropriate languages, i s 
cond-iicted. 

EPA Response: NJDEP has issued a fish consumption advisory for 
the Beund Brook and its tributaries as a result of EPA's 
invest Lgation of the Bound Brook. Although NJDEP would be 
responsible for posting any additional signs or publication of 
the advisory in periodic fishing digests, EPA will coordinate 
with ti'.e Borough of South Plainfield and NJDEP to evaluate 
whether current notification efforts are satisfactory. 

F. WR::TTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
FROM MR. ROBERT TAKASH, PRESIDENT, EDISON GREENWAYS GROUP 

Comment #F.l: There are some serious concerns for many of us 
l i v ing in the South P la in f ie ld and Edison (NJ) area. Under your 
management at the United Sta tes Environmental Protect ion Agency, 
the Supe: fund S i t e at the Cornell-Dubil ier Elec t ronics proper ty , 
located i t 333 Hamilton Boulevard in South P la in f i e ld . (NJ), 
should be safeguarded in the remediation and clean-up process . 

EPA Response: Any work performed at the Site would be performed 
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under EPA oversight. The appropriate health and safety controls 
would be in place during the implementation of the work. 

Comment #F,2: The EPA i s proposing to leave PCB l eve l s at 500 
p a r t s per mil l ion (ppm) a f t e r cleanup, or 250 times the S ta te -
allowed level of 2 ppm. We s t rongly disagree with t h i s seemingly 
i r respons ib le proposal-! We also request that the EPA use the 
acceptable New Jersey Sta te standard of 2 p a r t s per 
mi l l ion. 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.l, above.. 

Comment #F.3: Hopefully the EPA i s not p lac ing more p r i o r i t y on 
redevelopment and l e s s pro tec t ion of people and t h e i r surroundings. 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.2, above. 

Comment #F.4: Moreover, the proposed plan overlooks many other 
i s sue s , such a s : The EPA's Preferred Al terna t ive for the bui lding 
remedy seeks to e i t he r demolish the bui ldings or keep people out 
of contact with the bui ldings in the fu ture . However, r igh t now 
the EPA i s allowing i ndus t r i a l workers, including women of 
chi :dren-bearing age, to work in these bui ldings without fu l ly 
char ^cter izing the contamination. 

EPA Fasponse: See response to Comment D.3, above. 

Commei t #F.5: Likewise, the EPA. ignores those s o i l s contaminated 
with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our s t a t e requi res t h a t ' a 
deed not ice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contam: nated s o i l s , yet the EPA ignores t h i s without providing 
any ex; l ana t ion . 

EPA Res.->onse: See response to Comment D.4, above. 

Comment #F.6: Overall, hasn't the lessons of better contamination 
control been learned yet from the 9/11 NYC Site? 

EPA Resp >nse: Pursuant to the 1997 Site Stabilization Order, 
measures have been implemented /to mitigate risks associated with 
contamintited soil and surface water runoff from the facility. In 
addition, proven procedures including engineering controls, 
personnel protective equipment and safe work practices would be 
used to address potential impacts to workers and the community 
during pe^rformance of future remedial actions. 

Comment #1'.7: Can't the EPA proh ib i t employees from working 
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around elevated l eve l s of PCB's without a thorough 
charac ter iza t ion of the contamination? 

EPA Response: See response to Comment D.3, above. 

Comment #F.8: IVe JooJc to you,, s i r , f o r answers and urge 
the USEPA to implement a safer p lan! 

EPA Response: EPA and NJDEP have determined that•the Selected 
Remedy is protective of human health and the environment, 

G. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
FROM PETER MONTAGUE, DIRECTOR, ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH 
FOUNDATION 

Comment #G.l: Any contaminants l e f t on the s i t e will eventually 
be .carried off the s i t e by l i v ing things - - animals, i n s e c t s , 
microorganisms, wind, r a i n , and other natural phenomena- such as 
v o l a t i l i z a t i o n , convection and gravi ty . The ecological r i sk 
assessment for the Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e i d e n t i f i e d 40 mammals 
l i v ing on the s i t e , p lus some amphibians and r e p t i l e s . Insect 
l i f e was not quant i f ied. Annelids were not quant i f ied. Other so i l 
organisms were not quantif ied. But these - - and other forms of 
l i f e on the s i t e - - will a l l serve as vec tors , moving 
conta.iinants slowly off the s i t e . Even vegetat ion, growing on 
bare t o i l or through the cracks in concrete and asphalt will 
absort small amounts of waste, d i e , and move o f f - s i t e , slowly but 
surely carrying contaminants off the s i t e i n to the surrounding 
areas- ind communities. Contaminants l e f t on the s i t e today 'will 
be. slowly d i s t r i bu t ed onto nearby p r o p e r t i e s , then eventually 
in to the environment of centra l New Jersey in the fu ture . 
Inst i tui- ional controls (such as deed r e s t r i c t i o n s ) and 
engineering controls (such as chain l ink fences, and asphalt 
paving) may slow th i s process , but they will not h a l t t h i s 
process . This i s the second law of thermodynamics at work, and we 
can slow i t down but we cannot reverse i t permanently. Cleaning 
up the s:̂  t e (not sweeping the toxicants under a "rug" of asphalt 
or concrete) i s the only way to avoid continuous low-level 
contamination of surrounding p rope r t i e s . To be b lun t , 
contaminants that we refuse to clean up today will most l i k e l y 
poison soneone's. children tomorrow. I f we are going to choose to 
do t h i s , i/e should at l e a s t be honest about i t and acknowledge 
what we are doing. Otherwise, the publ ic will be misled about the 
nature of the choice EPA i s asking them to condone, in which case 
the publ ic will be exposed to low leve l s of contaminants without 
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anyone's informed consent — c l ea r ly a v io la t ion of the e th ica l 
obl igat ions of environmental p rofess iona l s . . 

EPA Response: Section 5 of the RI Report for 0U2 discusses the 
environmental fate and potential transport mechanisms of the 
contaminants present at the former CDE facility.' The RI Report 
identifies several potential pathways for the fate and transport 
of contaminants of concern, including the migration of 
contaminants into biota. Specifically, the report states: 

"Contaminants present in facility soil, surface water and/or 
wetland sediments may accumulate in terrestrial plants or 
organisms directly through bioconcentration or indirectly by 
bioaccumulation through the food chain. This migration of 
contaminants into terrestrial biota is an extremely 
important environmental transport mechanism at the facility 
potentially affecting algae and terrestrial plants, 
invertebrates, fish, reptiles, birds and mammals," 

In order to address the potential off-site migration of 
contamination, the Selected Remedy requires the implementation of 
engineering controls, including the installation of a multi-layer 
cap, • Because contaminated soil would be left in place under the 
Selected Remedy, a review of the remedy every five years would be 
required. The purpose of five-year reviews is to assure that 
implen'ented remedies protect public health and the environment 
and th.it they function as intended by the decision documents. 

Comment #G,2: The r i sk assessment techniques that EPA uses to 
determine "safe" or "acceptable" l eve l s of res idual contamina'tion 
have thcj unanticipated (but now well-understood) consequence of 
allowing low leve l s of contamination ' to permeate the environment. 
By focusing on the safety of the "maximally exposed" ind iv idua l , 
EPA (anc Foster-Wheeler) r i sk assessment techniques allow 
mil l ions upon mil l ions of "safe" or "acceptable" r e l eases of 
i ndus t r i a l chemicals in to the environment. The assumption i s 
t ha t , i f the "maximally exposed" individual i s not harmed, then 
no one will be harmed. Unfortunately, t h i s assumption i s f a l se 
because i t leads EPA to sanction and approve mi l l ions of small, 
supposedly inconsequential chemical r e leases -- of the kind we 
can expect from the Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e i f EPA's favored 
scenario i s adopted. As time passes , these "inconsequential" 
re leases add up to a ser ious amount of contamination. This 
f a i l u r e of r i sk assessments to p ro tec t the environment was 
i den t i f i ed and documented in 1991 by researchers a t Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory (ORNL), who pointed out that the en t i r e 
planet i s now pol lu ted by exotic i ndus t r i a l chemicals because of 
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r i sk a s se s so r s ' focus on the "maximally exposed" individual 
ins tead of on the cumulative impact of mi l l ions of small 
r e l eases . See Curt is C, Travis and Sheri T. Hester , "Global 
Chemical Contamination," Environmental Science & Technology Vol. 
25, No. 5 (May, 1991), pgs. 815-819. Available a t 
ht tp: / /www.rachel .org/ l ibrary/aetfHe.cfm?ID=452 

EPA Response: EPA conducted the risk assessment in accordance 
with EPA risk assessment policies and guidelines and Superfund 
guidance. The documents used as the basis of the risk assessment 
are referenced in the Chapter 6 of the Remedial Investigation and 
include documents available at . 
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/proarams/risk/. www.epa.aov/ncea 
under the publications section, httr://cfpub2.epa.gov/ncea/raf 
under the publications section, and www.epa.gov/iris for specific 
chemical files. As described on these homepages, EPA's process 
for developing guidelines and guidance include internal Agency 
review, Federal Register Notices that make the documents 
available for public comment, external peer-review (where 
appropriate), and finalization of the document. 

The 0U2 risk assessment was conducted consistent with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) and the requirements of the National Oil and 
Hazard.">us Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) . In 
accordcnee with Superfund guidance, actions at Superfund sites 
are based on an estimate of the reasonable maximum exposures 
(RME) e.:pected to occur under both current and future conditions 
at the site, in the absence of remedial response or institutional 
controls. The RME is defined as the highest exposure that i's' 
reasonably expected to occur at a site (U.S. EPA, Risk Assessment 
Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, Human Health Evaliaation Manual 
(Part A), EPA/540/1-89/002, December 1989). As indicated in the 
'0U2 risk assessment, risk estimates were also included in the 
document for the central tendency (CT) or average exposures. The 
cancer ri?ks and non-cancer health hazards for individuals 
exposed ci rrently and in the future at 0U2 are documented in 
Chapter 6 of the Remedial Investigation and Appendix I (tables 
detailing the toxicity information, exposure assumptions, and 
calculated cancer risks and non-cancer hazards to the RME and CT 
exposed individuals). . . 

Consistent' with the Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (EPA, 
Risk Assess.Tient Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, Human Health 
Evaluation .Manual (Part A), EPA/540/1-89/002, 12/1989), and the 
Chemical Mixtures Guidelines (Guidelines for the Health Risk 
Assessment of Chemical Mixtures, EPA/630/R-98/002, 9/1986) and 
Supplementary Guidance for Conducting Health Risk Assessment of 
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Chemical Mixtures (Risk Assessment Forum, Washington, DC, 
EPA/630/R-00/002, 2000), and as discussed in the risk assessment 
(see Section 6.5.1 and 6.5.2 of the 0U2 RI), cancer risks are 
summed across chemicals and exposure pathways. The calculation 
of non-cancer health hazards involves a two step process. First, 
the total Hazard Index is calculated by combining the individual 
Hazard Quotients across individual chemicals and pathways. 
Secondly, where the Hazard Index is greater than 1, the chemicals 
are combined based on similar health endpoints and modes of 
action. The results of the calculations are provided in the RI 
Report (Sections 6.5.3 and Tables 7 through 9 of Appendix I). 
(Note: the Chemical Mixture Guidelines are also available at 
http://cfpub2,epa,gov/ncea/raf/rafguid,cfm.) 

Comment #G.3: Taking i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n p o i n t s (1) and (2) 
above, the EPA's a r r a y of p r o p o s a l s f o r the C o r n e l l - D u b i l i e r s i t e 
i s e n t i r e l y inadequa te because a complete c leanup of the s i t e (to 
n a t u r a l background l e v e l s ) i s not o f fe red as an op t ion and i s 
t h e r e f o r e not cons ide red . 

EPA Response: EPA's August 1990 PCB guidance recommends a range 
between 10 - 25 ppm as a cleanup goal for commercial/industrial 
properties. Consistent with CERCLA and Superfund risk assessment 
guidance, Remediation Goals were developed based on an evaluation 
of the anticipated future use of the property and potential 
exposures to the RME individual. At the Cornell-Dubilier 
Electroriics, Inc. Site, Borough officials have repeatedly 
indicated that the future use of the facility property that 
comprise: 0U2 will remain commercial/industrial. Therefore, the 
Selected Remedy would provide adequate protection consistent' With 
these guidelines. (See, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, 
Volume I, Human Health Evaluation Manual Part B, Development of 
Risk Baseii Preliminary Remediation Goals, EPA 540/R-92-003, 
December 1.991. This document is also available at: 
www.epa.go v/superfund/programs/risk/ragsb/index,htm) 

Comment #G 4: Taking i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n p o i n t s .(1), ( 2 ) , and (3) 
above, the EPA's p roposa l fo r the C o r n e l l - D u b i l i e r s i t e i s a 
v i o l a t i o n cf the b a s i c human rights of the peop le of Cen t ra l New 
J e r s e y . The United Nat ions Commission on Human Righ t s has 
d e c l a r e d th.-; t we a l l have a b a s i c r i g h t to an uncontaminated 
environment. Since a l l the op t ions t h a t EPA has proposed fo r the 
Cornel l -Dub:^l ier s i t e w i l l l e a d to contaminat ion of c e n t r a l New 
J e r s e y in coning y e a r s , EPA's p roposa l v i o l a t e s the b a s i c human 
r i g h t s of a l l who wi l l be a f f e c t e d . See United Nat ions 
Environment .Programme (UNEP) . Liv ing in a P o l l u t i o n - F r e e World a 
Basic Human Aight . UNEP Pres s Release 2001/49. N a i r o b i , Kenya: 
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United Nations Environment Programme, 2001. Available at 
ht tp: / /www.rachel .org/ l ibrary/aetfHe.cfm?ID=307 

EPA Response: EPA concluded that each of the alternatives 
evaluated in the FS, except the no action alternative, would 
provide adequate protection of human health and the environment. 
Please refer to EPA's response to comment G.l, with regard to the 
potential for off-site migration of contamination. The agency 
has clearly defined the Site as posing a direct contact and off-
site migration threat. The magnitude of the threat posed by the 
Site as characterized by the commentor is not supported by the 
Site-specific data or by generally accepted environmental 
science. 

Comment #G.5: The EPA r i sk assessor who responded to publ ic 
comments and questions during the publ ic meeting in South 
P la in f ie ld on July 13, 2004 gave at l e a s t two fa l se and 
misleading answers. When I asked d i r e c t l y whether EPA had taken 
in to cons idera t ion 'poss ib le chemicals a f fec ts on the nervous 
system, the immune system, the reproductive system, and the 
endocrine (hormone) system, plus ef fec ts on growth, development, 
and behavior, the EPA r i sk assessor responded that each of those' 
health end-points had been considered. I.was to ld that the r i sk 
.assessment ava i lab le in the South P la in f i e ld Library addressed 
a l l those heal th end po in t s . I v i s i t e d the South P la in f i e ld 
Public L:brary and examined the r i sk assessment in question. I 
have placed the r i sk assessment on a web s i t e for a l l to see : 
NK"http://www.rachel. o r g / l i b r a r y / g e t f i l e , cfm?ID=453"http://www.ra 
chel . org/.' i b r a r y / a e t f i l e . cfm?ID=453 (warning: i t ' s 3 megabyfe-s). 
As we can see from page 6-23, the r i sk assessment spec i f i c a l l y 
omits considerat ion of r i sk s to the endocrine system and other 
b iological s ignal ing systems, and i t omits reference to chemical 
effects on human behavior. Therefore, the EPA r i sk assessor who 
gave the fc l se and misleading answer to my question was e i the r 
ignorant ox the contents of the r i sk assessment, or was 
i n t e n t i o n a l l y misrepresenting the scope of the r i sk assessment. 
Ei ther way, t h i s r i sk assessor needs to be held accountable for 
th i s seriou-' v io la t ion of e th ica l standards for environmental 
p rofess iona ls . The EPA r i sk assessor gave another f a l s e and 
misleading aiswer to one of my quest ions. I asked whether the 
r i sk assessment had taken in to account the cumulative ef fec ts of 
mixtures of chemicals found at the s i t e and the background levels 
of contaminants to which we are a l l rou t ine ly exposed (diesel 
exhaust, low l eve l s of pharmaceutical products in drinking water, 
e t c . ) . The combined effect of many small doses i s re levant 
because we are a l l exposed' to numerous endocrine-disrupt ing 
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chemicals a t low l eve l s via indoor a i r and dust . For example, see 
Ruthann A. Rudel and o thers , "Phthalates , Alkylphenols, 
Pes t i c ides , Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers , and other Endocrine-
Disrupting Compounds in Indoor Air and Dust ," Environmental 
Science & Technology Vol. 37, No. 20 (2003), pgs. 4543-4553. 
Available at ht tp: / /www.rachel .ora/ l ibrary/oetf i le .cfm?ID=372 
(Anyone wanting to learn New Jersey-spec i f ic d e t a i l s about the 
many toxicants to which res iden ts of New Jersey are rou t ine ly 
exposed should examine the New Jersey Department of Environmental 
P ro tec t ion ' s Final Report of the New Jersey Comparative Risk 
Project (Trenton, N . J . : N.J. Department of Environmental 
Protec t ion , July , 2003), ava i lab le a t 
h t tp : / /www.s t a t e .n i .u s /dep /ds r /n i c rp / — espec ia l ly the appendix 
on human hea l th . ) 

At the publ ic meeting in South P la in f i e ld , the EPA r i sk assessor 
asser ted that the Cornell-Dubil ier r i sk assessment did take in to 
consideration the cumulative ef fec ts of mixtures of chemicals, 
spec i f i ca l l y r e fe r r ing to the chemicals on the s i t e - - several 
different PCBs, TCE and i t s dechlorination products , other 
v o l a t i l e organics , semi-vola t i le organics , 19 d i f fe ren t 
p e s t i c i d e s , 23 metals , dioxins (including 2,3,7,8-TCDD) and so 
on. Unfortunately, the r i s k s of chemical mixtures cannot be 
r e l i a b l y evaluated, and the EPA r i sk assessor knows - - or should 
know - - t h i s . I t i s widely acknowledged by r i sk assessors and a 
wide rangt^ of s c i e n t i s t s in many d i sc ip l i ne s that r i sk 
assessments cannot take in to consideration the ef fec ts of 
mixtures of chemicals. See, for example, David O. Carpenter^ and 
o thers , "Ui derstanding the Human Health Effects of Chemical 
Mixtures," Environmental Health Perspect ives Supplement 1, Vol. 
110 (February 2002), pgs. 25-42. Available at 
http://www, -rachel. o r g / l i b r a r v / g e t f i l e . cfm?ID=454 For fur ther 
discussion of the d i f f i c u l t i e s tox ico log is t s face in measuring 
the heal th ef fec ts of mixtures, see Emily Monosoon, Chemical 
Mixtures (South Hadley, Mass.: Center of the Environment, Mount 
Holyoke College, Nov. 16, 2003); ava i lab le a t 
http://www, rc'.chel. o r g / l i b r a r v / g e t f i l e . cfm?ID=455 These two 
publ ica t ions merely scratch the surface in descr ibing the 
d i f f i c u l t i e s s c i e n t i s t s face in assessing r i sk of exposure to 
mixtures. I t i s unconscionable for an EPA employee to t e l l the 
townspeople o.' South P la in f i e ld that the r i s k s of exposure to 

•• mixtures have been successful ly assessed for the Cornell-Dubil ier 
s i t e . Such assurances are fa l se and misleading. 

EPA Response: EPA's evaluation of the t o x i c i t y of chemicals at 
;0U2 involved the review of t ox i c i t y information on a l l of the 
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individual chemicals found at the Site. EPA used toxicity values 
developed by the'Agency at the national level that are applied at 
EPA Superfund sites across the country. 

As described in Section 6.4 of the RI Report, the development of 
the toxicity values for individual chemicals involves a number of 
steps. First, the available chemical-specific published peer-
reviewed scientific literature is compiled and reviewed. The 
published studies include human epidemiological studies, animal 
toxicity tests, and supporting information. The review process 
is identified in EPA's Integrated Risk Information System (or 
IRIS) available at www,epa,gov/iris (See Background documents) 
and the various guidelines available at www.epa.gov/ncea (See 
publications). Second, EPA evaluates numerous peer-reviewed 
available studies for each individual chemical including data on 
a wide variety of health endpoints (e.g., neurological, endocrine 
system, liver, kidney,, reproductive, etc.) to identify a critical 
study and the critical effect. The critical study and the 
critical effects represent the most sensitive endpoint based on 
the available scientific literature and serve as the basis for 
the development of the toxicity values that were used in the 0U2 
risk assessment. The sources of toxicity information are 
provided in the RI Report, Section 6.4 and Appendix I, Table 5 
for non-cancer health effects and Table 6 for the cancer toxicity 
and Weight of Evidence documents. For the non-cancer health 
effects. Uncertainty Factors are applied to the dose level 
associated with the critical effect and the dose level is further 
reduced t o protect•sensitive individuals including children. For 
the cance.- assessment, the tumor types are evaluated and the 
cancer slope factor is determined. The cancer slope factor ' • 
represents a plausible upper bound estimate of carcinogenic 
potency wh .ch means that EPA is reasonably confident that the 
actual cancer risk will not exceed the estimated risk calculated 
using the CSF. 

For example, the IRIS chemical files used for PCBs (a major 
contaminant at the site) are available at www.epa.gov/iris. The 
specific ch( mical files for non-cancer health effects are listed 
as Aroclor 1254 and Aroclor 1016. The cancer toxicity 
information is available as the IRIS chemical file for PCBs and 
the associatr̂ d 1996 Cancer Reassessment for PCBs (PCBs: Cancer 
Dose-Respons;: Assessment and Application to Environmental 
Mixtures, EPJ, ORD, EPA/600/P-96/O01F, 1996, available at: 
www.epa.gov/r cea - publications). These documents were also 
identified in the RI Report. 

Each of these documents includes specific discussions regarding 
the numerous liealth effects identified for PCBs based on the 
available scientific literature. After evaluating the various 
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health effects including reproductive toxicity, neuro-
developmental effects, immunological effects, growth-and 
development, etc. and the various tumors resulting from animal 
toxicity testing, critical health effects and critical studies 
for both the cancer and non-cancer toxicity values were 
identified. Following the evaluation of the extensive literature 
on PCBs, EPA selected ocular exudate, inflamed .and prominent 
Meibomian glands, distorted growth of finger and, toe nails, and 
decreased antibody (IgG and IgM) response to sheep erythrocytes 
[an immune response] (Section I.A.I, the IRIS Oral RfD Summary) 
as the critical effects for Aroclor 1254. Reduced birth weight 
was selected as the critical effect for Aroclor 1016. 

For all other chemicals of concern, a similar type of analysis 
was conducted. The critical health endpoints for the other 
chemicals are provided in Appendix I, Tables 5.1 and 5.2 for non-
cancer and Table 6 for cancer and the calculated cancer risks and 
non-cancer health hazards (Appendix I, Tables 7 and 8). Although 
page 6-23 of the RI Report only lists the critical effects that 
were combined together for the organ-specific Hazard Index, the 
development of the toxicity values incorporated information on 
the other health effects where information was available. 

Consistent with EPA Superfund risk assessment guidance including 
RAGS Part A (available at: www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/risk), 
the BHHRA evaluates the' increased risk above the background 
cancer. Consistent with the Agency's guidelines on chemical 
mixtures .described above) the BHHRA calculated total risk by 
adding together the cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards 
from the individual chemicals. '-

In preparing this response, EPA reviewed the studies cited in the 
comment. E;̂ A is not providing comments specific to these studies 
because the ' are not relevant to the site-specific conditions. 
EPA's risk assessment evaluated chemical mixtures using 
appropriate guidance identified above and using conservative 
assumptions to calculate cancer risks and non-cancer health 
hazards. This approach is not in conflict with the references 
cited by the commentor. 

Comment #G.6: Given that the Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e i s 
contaminated with numerous chemicals, EPA needs to be asking 
whether singli-'-chemical est imations of hazard are adequate to 
p ro tec t public heal th and safety. Here are references to 5 
s tudies showiig that " ins ign i f ican t" amounts of several 
individual chemicals can combine to produce s ign i f i can t health 
e f f ec t s : El isabete SiJva and o thers , "Something for 'Nothing' - -
Eight Weak Estrogenic Chemicals Combined at Concentrations below 
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NOECs Produce Signif icant Mixture E f f e c t s , " Environmental Science 
& Technology Vol. 36, No. 8 (2002), pgs . 1751-1756. Available at 
ht tp: / /www.rachel .org/ l ibrarv/getf i le .cfm?ID=371 
Nissanka Rajapakse and o thers , "Combining Xenoestrogens at Levels 
below Individual No-Observed Effect Concentrations Dramatically 
Enhances Steroid Hormone Act ion," Environmental Health 
Perspectives Vol. 110, No. 9 (September 2002), pgs. 917-921. 
Available at ht tp: / /www.rachel .org/l ibrarv/getf i le .cfm?ID=370 
Nissanka Rajapakse and o thers , "Defining the Impact of Weakly 
Estrogenic Chemicals on the Action of Steroidal Est rogens ," 
Toxicological Sciences Vol. 60 (2001), pgs. 296-304. Available at 
ht tp: / /www.rachel .org/ l ibrary/aetf i le .cfm?ID=369 
Joachim Payne and o thers , "Mixtures of Four Organochlorines 
Enhance Human Breast Cancer Cell P r o l i f e r a t i o n , " Environmental 
Health Perspectives Vol. 109, No. 4 (April 2001), pgs. 391-397. 
Available at http://www.rachel.org/1ibrarv/oetfi1e.cfm7ID=366 
Ana M. Soto and o thers , "The Pes t ic ides Endosulfan, Toxaphene, 
and Dieldrin Have Estrogenic Effects on Human Estrogen-Sensi t ive 
C e l l s , " Environmental Health Perspectives Vol. 102, No. 4 (April 
1994), pgs. 380-383. Available at 
ht tp: / /www.rachel .org/ l ibrarv/getf i le .cfm?ID=367 
I t i s no.ieworthy that none of these s tudies i s c i t ed in the 
bibliography accompanying the r i sk assessment for the Cornell-
Dubilier I ' i te . 

EPA Respon.ie: See EPA response to Comment G.5, above. 

Comment #G.7: EPA also needs to ask whether the toxicologic data , 
upon which . ' ts r i sk assessment i s based, adequately represents 
modern toxicological science. For example, here are references to 
f ive studies -showing that the timing of exposure to a toxicant i s 
crucial to observing an effect : A p a r t i c u l a r exposure at one time 
in the l i f e of an organism may produce no effect while the same 
exposures occurring at a di f ferent time in the l i f e of an 
organism may produce a ser ious effect . This means that much of 
the toxicological information upon which r i sk assessments are 
based i s conceptually flawed, outdated and untrustworthy for 
making r i sk j:-^.dgments. See Beverly S. Rubin and o the r s , 
"Perinatal Exposure to Low Doses of Bisphenol A Affects Body 
Weight, Pat terns of Estrous Cycl ic i ty , and Plasma LH Levels , " 
Environmental .'iealth Perspectives Vol. 109, No. 7 (July 2001), 
pgs. 675-680. .'Ivailable a t 
http://www, rac ie l .o rg / l ibrary /ae t f i le .c fm?ID=456 
See also K.S. S.andreth, "Cr i t i ca l windows in development of the 

[rodent immune system," Human and Experimental Toxicology Vol. 21 , 
'NOS. 9-10 (Sep-Oct, 2002), pgs. 493-498 Available a t 
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http://www, rachel . o r g / l i b r a r y / g e t f H e . cfm?ID=457 And: M.C. 
Garofolo and o the r s , "Developmental t o x i c i t y of t e r b u t a l i n e : 
Cr i t i ca l per iods for sex-se lec t ive ef fec ts on macromolecules and 
DNA synthesis in r a t b ra in , hea r t , and l i v e r , " Brain Research 
Bul le t in Vol. 59, No. 4 (Jan. 15, 2003), pgs . 319-329 Available 
at h t t o : / /wh'̂ A' . rache l . c r a / l i b r a r v / g e t f i l e . cfmi?ID=45S 

And T.A. Lindsley and L..J. Rising, "Morphologic and neurotoxic 
effects of ethanol vary with timing of exposure in v i t r o , " 
Alcohol Vol. 28, No. 3 (Nov., 2002), pgs. 197-203; Available at 
http:/ /www.rachel.org/l ibrary/getfi1e.cfm?ID=459 
And: M.R. van den Heuvel and R.J. E l l i s , "Timing of exposure to a 
pulp and paper effluent influences the manifestat ion of 
reproductive ef fec ts in rainbow t r o u t , " Environmental Toxicology 
and Chemistry Vol. 21 , No. 11 (Nov., 2002), pgs. 2338-2347. 
Available at http:/ /www.rachel.ora/l ibrarv/aetfi le.cfw?ID=460 
I t i s noteworthy that none of these s tud ies i s c i t ed in the 
bibliography accompanying the r i sk assessment for the Cornell-
Dubil ier s i t e . 

EPA Response: The risk assessment evaluated critical windows of 
effect whore such studies were available for the chemicals of 
concern found at 0U2. For example, the Reference Dose for 
Aroclor 10:,6 (www, era, gov/iris - chemical file for Aroclor 1016) 
is based on exposures to Rhesus monkeys during pregnancy with 
additional information presented regarding follow-up studies on 
neurobehavicral effects among the off-spring. The evaluation of 
vinyl chloride, another chemical of concern at 0U2, is based on 
an IRIS asse.-.sment that provides separate cancer slope facto'rs, 
based on con.'inuous lifetime exposure from birth and exposure 
during adulthood (www,epa,gov/iris - chemical file for vinyl 
chloride). .Ps part of the IRIS process, EPA updates the chemical 
files as appropriate to address new scientific studies on the 
chemicals cur.̂ ently on the database. For example, the 1996 
reassessment cf PCB cancer toxicity was an update to a previous 
IRIS chemical file (PCBs: Cancer Dose-Response Assessment and 
Application to Environmental Mixtures, EPA ORD, EPA/600/P-
96/OOlF, 1996, available at: www.epa.gov/ncea publications). 
Further, EPA his an ongoing process to update the risk assessment 
guidelines and guidance documents to address new science as 
appropriate. 

In preparing this response, EPA reviewed the studies cited in the 
comment. EPA is not providing comments specific to these studies 
because they arĉ  not relevant to the site-specific conditions. 
EPA's risk assessment evaluated chemical mixtures using 
appropriate guicance identified above and using conservative 
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assumptions to calculate cancer risks and non-cancer health 
hazards. This approach is not in conflict with the references 
cited by the commentor. 

Comment #G.8: In sum: The EPA has spent l a rge sums of money 
evaluating minutiae, but has missed the b ig p i c t u r e a t the 
Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e . 

EPA Response: The RI/FS for 0U2 was conducted in accordance with 
EPA guidelines and policies and Superfund guidance as described 
above. The purpose of the risk assessment is to determine 
whether the Site poses an unacceptable risk to human health or 
the environment under current- or future-use scenarios, to assist 
EPA in assessing the need to take an action and the scope of that 
action. The BHHRA concludes that the Site does pose unacceptable 
risks. 

While the scientific papers cited in comments G.5, G.6, and G.7 
are generally relevant to the methods by which the Agency 
evaluates risk, the commentor's interpretation of the papers 
cited is not relevant to the specifics of this Site, given the 
conclusions of the BHHRA. 

Comment #G..5: Adequate cleanup of the Cornel l-Dubil ier s i t e was 
not even offered to the publ ic as an option at the publ ic hearing 
July 13, 2004 in South P la inf ie ld . All of the options that EPA 
proposed wou.'d result in leaving substantial contamination on the 
site. 

EPA Response: See EPA response to Comment G.3, above. 

Comment #G,10: Unless the s i t e i s cleaned up to background 
l e v e l s , i t will continue to be a source of contamination in 
centra l New Jersey and beyond. . The second law of thermodynamics 
guarantees thai low leve l s of contamination will continue to 

'escape from the s i t e onto nearby p r o p e r t i e s , then in to the l a rger 
environment beyond. 

EPA Response: Sae EPA response to Comment G.l, above. 

Comment #G.ll: 1'he r i sk assessment technique used to determine 
"safe" exposures to "maximally exposed" ind iv idua ls has the 
unintended (but .low well-understood) consequence of allowing 
"safe" l eve l s of contamination to enter the environment where 
they are joined hy other amounts of toxicants that other r i sk 
assessments have deemed "safe . " The cumulative impact of these 
low-level re leases (sanctioned by the flawed r i sk assessment 
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technique) i s a badly contaminated environment worldwide - - but 
most spec i f i c a l l y in New Jersey (more on t h i s below). 

EPA Response: See EPA response to Comment G.2, above. 

Comment #G.12: EPA's (and Foster-Wheeler 's) r i sk assessment 
techniques are woefully outdated and have f a i l e d to incorporate 
recent s c i e n t i f i c information about the importance of timing of 
toxic exposures, and about the cumulative impacts of exposures to 
many low-level contaminants simultaneously. 

EPA Response: See EPA response to Comment G.2, G.5, G.7 and 
Comment G.8, above. 

Comment #G,13: New Jersey i s already contaminated at hazardous 
l eve l s and no addi t ional contamination i s acceptable. Therefore, 
the Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e must be cleaned up e n t i r e l y , leaving no 
res idual contamination to harm future generat ions . According to 
New Jersey Department of Environmental P ro t ec t i on ' s Final Report 
of the New Jersey Comparative Risk Project (Trenton, N . J . : N.J. 
Department of Environmental Protect ion, July , 2003), ava i lab le at 
http://www, s t a t e . n i . u s / d e p / d s r / n i c r p / 
"Among the ef fec ts of various of the PCB congeners are 
neurodevelop.-^ental r e t a rda t ion , decreased thyroxine l e v e l s , 
reproductive dysfunction, immune system suppression, 
carcinogenesis , and enzyme induction. " (pg. 974) "The l i k e l y 
effects of PC3s.. . include breast cancer, non-Hodgkins lymphomas, 
l i v e r and gal. bladder cancers, pancrea t ic cancer, decreased 
c i r cu l a t ing thyroid hormone, and prenata l e f fec ts that affect 

'pos tna ta l neur.-^development. " "Breast feeding t r ans fe r s 
• organochlorinec from mother, to infant (as much as 20-25% of 
prena ta l maten al body burden)- and r e s u l t s in an organochlorine 
in take in the lange of 50-fold higher than adul t s on a body 
weight b a s i s . " (pg. 976) [IMPORTANT NOTE: Breast feeding i s 
s t i l l the hea l t . i i e s t and best way to nourish an i n f a n t . ] "As 
many as 2000 to 2500 cases of cancer per year may be a t t r i b u t a b l e 
to PCBs in New Jersey. This i s approximately one- th i rd to one-
h^lf of the t o t a l incidence of b r eas t , pancrea t ic and non-
Hodgkins lymphat.'c malignancies in the s t a t e [of New Je r sey] , 
There.are however s ign i f ican t uncer ta in t i es in these es t imates . 
There i s a lso evidence that p r e - and pos t -na ta l exposures to PCBs 
may have adverse effects on neurological development." (pg. 982) 
In. other words, the people of New Jersey are a lready exposed to 
an excessive quan.:ity of PCBs - - enough PCBs to produce 2000 to 
2500 cases of cancer each year. The Cornel l-Dubil ier s i t e , a f te r 
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i t i s cleaned up, should not cont r ibu te one i o t a to t h i s already-
' unacceptable s i t u a t i o n . 

EPA Response: See EPA response to Comments G.l, C . 2 . , G.5, G.7, 
and G.8, above. Special note is made regarding the information 
presented regarding EPA's cancer reassessment of PCB cancer 
toxicity available at www.epa.gov/ncea (PCBs: Cancer Dose-
Response Assessment and Application to Environmental Mixtures, 
EPA ORD, EPA/600/P-96/001F, 1996) and the IRIS chemical file 
•which describe EPA's Weight of Evidence Classification for PCBs. 
Also relevant is the EPA IRIS chemical assessments for non-cancer 
health effects, in the IRIS chemical files for Aroclor 1016 and 
Aroclor 1254 available at www.epa.gov/iris. 

Comment #G.14: EPA has offered no information ind ica t ing that the 
"engineering con t ro l s" proposed for the cleanup- would endure as 
long as the hazards that EPA plans to leave buried on the s i t e . 
EPA has offered no information ind ica t ing that humans — using 
" in s t i t u t i ona l con t ro l s" - - have the a b i l i t y to manage toxic 
s i t e s in pe rpe tu i ty (which i s the duration of the hazard) . 

EPA Response: See EPA response to Comment G.l, above. 

Comment #G,:5: EPA personnel offered f a l se and misleading answers 
to questions posed by the publ ic during the publ ic meeting July 
13 in South P la in f ie ld . This i s a v io la t ion of profess ional 
e th ics and should be inves t iga ted by the EPA Inspector General. 
By way of thi; testimony for the publ ic hearing record, I am 

• formally request ing such an inves t iga t ion . 

:EPA Response: Although EPA believes that the information 
,presented at tie July 13, 2004 was factually accurate and based 
on appropriate EPA guidance, the request has been forwarded to 
the EPA Inspector General. 

Comment #G.16: ,;" request that in future EPA put a l l documents 
:^elated to t h i s s i t e on the world wide web to make "public 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n " as easy as i t should be, and as easy as EPA says 
i't wants i t to be. 

EPA Response: EPA is committed to having relevant site documents 
available to the public. For example, EPA maintains a repository 
at the South Plainfield Library and at EPA's office, containing 
the administrative record for the Site. In addition, EPA's web 
page contains information about the Superfund program and site 
specific information for each of the sites on the NPL, including 
th6 CDE Site. EPJ.v has not placed all documents related to this 
Site on the interret. 
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Comment #G.17: At the Cornell-Dubil ier s i t e , which offers such a 
c lear example of a s i t e that will continue .to r e l ease toxicants 
in to the environment for decades (perhaps aeons), to come, EPA has 
an opportunity to "turn the corner" and se t a wonderful new 
example in the h i s to ry of s i t e cleanups. A precaut ionary 
approach, ins tead of a flawed r i sk assessment approach, would 
d i c t a t e a much more aggressive and thorough cleanup of the s i t e 
than EPA has considered up to t h i s po in t . (A precaut ionary 
approach to s i t e cleanups i s discussed in the draft paper found 
here : hz tp : //www, rachel . org/ l ibrary. /aet f H e . cfw.?ID=363 .) 

EPA Response: See EPA response to Comment G.8, above. 

H. WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
FROM CORNELL-DUBILIER ELECTRONICS, INC. AND DANA CORPORATION 

I. Introduction 

In July 2004, the United Sta tes Environmental Protect ion Agency 
(EPA) re leased for publ ic comment i t s Proposed Plan for Operable 
Unit 2 (0U2) at the Hamilton I n d u s t r i a l Park Superfund S i t e (the 
"S i t e " ) . EPA's Proposed Plan for on-Site s o i l s cons i s t s pr imar i ly 
of o f f - s i t e disposal coupled with on-Site low temperature thermal 
desorption. Hr^wever, when measured against the standards required 
to be considered under the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and 
EPA's own remedy se lec t ion guidance, the Proposed Plan cannot 
withstand scrui iny. Simply pu t , , the Proposed Plan for on-Site 
s o i l s recommenc's the wrong remedial ac t ion . 

EPA's Proposed .'Jan i s impractical to implement and will en ta i l 
unnecessary r i s j : , delay and cost . Although EPA charac te r izes i t s 
remedy as involving "low temperature" thermal desorpt ion, a 
genuinely low te-nperature remedy cannot desorb high bo i l ing point 
PCBs from s o i l s . To cause PCBs to desorb from s o i l s requi res a 
high temperature remedy. Such a high temperature remedy ca r r i e s 
the r i sk of converting PCBs in to far more hazardous substances 
such as dioxins aid furans. Moreover, thermal desorption at high 
temperature will create s ign i f ican t addi t ional r i s k s to the local 
community from no.ise, dust , and odors. Indeed, the approach 
se lec ted in the Pioposed Plan would r e s u l t in approximately 
20,500 separate tzuck t r i p s through the local community - - many 
of which would be hauling the most highly contaminated s o i l s and 
debris i den t i f i ed .oy EPA for removal from the S i t e . Because EPA 
has not properly character ized i t s proposed- remedy as involving 
high temperature tl ermal desorption, EPA has hot adequately given 
not ice of i t s plans to the community and the publ ic suf f ic ient to 
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comply with not ice and publ ic comment requirements under CERCLA 
and the National Contingency Plan. 

Even i f i t were poss ib le to desorb PCBs from s o i l s using low 
temperature thermal desorption, EPA has f a i l e d to take in to 
consideration the evidence from the Remedial Inves t iga t ion report 
documenting so i l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and large quan t i t i e s of debris 
that would hinder effect ive use of thermal treatment and will 
l i k e l y crea te s ign i f ican t addi t ional r i s k s . Debris and rocks must 
a lso be screened out, removed and fur ther managed p r i o r to 
thermal desorption of the screened r e s idua l s . Other s o i l s , 
containing the highest l eve l s of PCB and VOC contamination and 
mixed with debris^ will have to be excavated and t ransported for 
o f f - s i t e d i sposa l , c rea t ing addi t ional r i sk to the local 
community and on-s i t e workers. Further , EPA's proposal to run i t s 
thermal desorption operation only during daylight hours i s 
u n r e a l i s t i c given that par t - t ime operation of the thermal 
equipment will s i gn i f i can t ly impair i t s eff ic iency and g rea t ly 
extend the duration of the thermal operation. 

EPA's Proposed Plan ignores the ava i lab le information about the 
Si te and about the technology of thermal desorption - - much of 
which EPA i t s e l f has gathered or published. Although EPA 
claims that th-'frmal desorption i s a "treatment" remedy, that i s 

'not the case. As EPA e x p l i c i t l y recognized in i t s 1997 guidance, 
"[t]hermal desorption i s a physical separat ion process , not a 
destruct ion technology" (USEPA,'' 1997) . Presumably, a f t e r 
completing the r i a l desorption of contaminated s o i l s at the S i t e , 
the remedial action will include s teps to dispose of or destroy 
the PCBs which h.ive been separated from those s o i l s . The Proposed 
Plan, however, / ,?iJs to iden t i fy what will happen to the 
separated PCBs oi to discuss the r i s k s and costs associa ted with 
the ul t imate treatment of the PCBs. 

Also t roubl ing i s EPA's estimate of the cost of thermal 
desorption at the S i t e . Spec i f ica l ly , in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y 
Study on which EPP. bases i t s Proposed Plan, EPA u t i l i z e s a unit 
cost for thermal aesorption of $101 per ton ( i t i s noted that EPA 
did not provide documentation for t h i s unit c o s t ) . S igni f icant ly , 
EPA i t s e l f has acknowledged that thermal desorption i s l e s s 
e f f ic ien t and subs l an t i a l l y more expensive when PCB s o i l s are 
involved (USEPA, 2001). Indeed, at other Superfund s i t e s where 
EPA'has u t i l i z e d thermal desorption, the treatment cost per ton 
has been s i gn i f i c an t l y higher than EPA's assumed $101 per ton — 
higher by a fac tor of up to 400%. 
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Jn the end, EPA's Proposed Plan will r e s u l t in an 0U2 remedy that 
i s l i k e l y to take s ix or more years to implement; i s l i k e l y to 
cost in the range of $90 mi l l ion ; and will be extremely d i f f i cu l t 
to implement without enormous delays in time, increases in r i sk 
to the local community, and s ign i f ican t noise and odor problems. 
In marked contras t to the remedy EPA proposes, at l e a s t two 
a l t e r n a t i v e remedies which will a lso be p ro t ec t i ve of heal th and 
the environment, are permanent, will be eas i e r and f a s t e r to 
implement, and are subs t an t i a l l y l e s s expensive, were overlooked 
by EPA. The f i r s t a l t e r n a t i v e remedy i s the one proposed by the 
HIPG to the National Remedy Review Board (the "NRRB") in a l e t t e r 
dated July 16, 2003. That remedy had the following elements: 

Excavation and o f f - s i t e disposal of p r inc ipa l threa t 
ma te r i a l , including the material within the capac i tor /debr i s 
disposal area which represents the primary source of 
p r inc ipa l threa t material (both PCBs and VOCs). 

Redevelopment capping for a l l other s o i l s using the 
hardscape and so i l (vegetative) cover to be i n s t a l l e d as 
pa r t of the S i t e redevelopment. 

•The second a l t e r n a t i v e remedy, which i s described in grea te r 
'•detail in Secti :>n I I I of t h i s document, i s based on 
so l i d i f i c a t i on end. s t a b i l i z a t i o n and has the following elements: . 

• , Targeted excavation and o f f - s i t e disposal of p r inc ipa l 
threa t mate.-ial within the capaci tor disposal area , which 
cons t i tu t e s the primary source of p r inc ipa l threa t material 
(both in terns of PCBs and VOCs). 

Separation o.' debris from those s o i l s in other areas of the 
S i t e having contaminant concentrations cons t i t u t ing 
p r inc ipa l t h i e a t s . Soi ls generated from the debris 
separat ion process will be placed back in the treatment 
area , and the separated debris will be segregated and 
disposed of Oj f - s i t e . 

-_ Treatment by means of i n - s i t u s o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n 
(S/S) of s o i l s having contaminant concentrat ions 
cons t i tu t ing pr inc ipa l t h r ea t s . In areas where p r inc ipa l 

- threat l eve l s <re l imi ted to the shallow s o i l s or cannot 
otherwise be t r ea ted i n - s i t u ( e . g . , f loodplain s o i l s ) , these 
surface s o i l s v i l l be consolidated on - s i t e i n to the la rger 
-.area(s) which are subject to treatment. In addi t ion , s o i l s 
i n designated clean u t i l i t y corr idors for purposes of S i te 
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redevelopment will be removed and consolidated p r i o r to 
treatment. 

• Redevelopment capping for a l l other s o i l s using the 
hardscape and so i l (vegetative) cover to be i n s t a l l e d as 
pa r t of the S i t e redevelopment. 

The Hamilton Indus t r i a l Park PRP Group, cons is t ing of 
Cornell-Dubil ier E lec t ron ics , Inc. and Dana Corporation, submits 
these comments- documenting (1) that EPA's Proposed Plan 
recommends a remedial a l t e r n a t i v e for 0U2 which does not comply 
with the standards of the NCP and EPA's guidances, and (2) that 
EPA has overlooked the most appropriate remedial act ions for 0U2. 

In order to provide an expert review of EPA's Proposed Plan, the 
HIPG re ta ined the Ba t t e l l e Memorial I n s t i t u t e (Bat te l le) and de 
maximis, inc . (de, maximis), which together have subs tan t ia l f i e ld 
experience designing and implementing a l l of the remedial 
technologies evaluated by EPA in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study. 
Based on a careful review the S i t e - spec i f i c data and 
consideration of the experience with these technologies , the 

^evaluation conducted by Ba t t e l l e and de maximis has r a i sed 
ser ious concerns. I t has also lead the HIPG to recommend 
a l t e r n a t i v e remedies which b e t t e r meet the EPA's own remedy 
se lec t ion c r i t e r i a . The speci f ic comments on EPA's Proposed Plan 
are provided in :':ection I I . A discussion of the HIPG's 
recommended a l t e r n a t i v e s i s provided in Sections I I I and IV. 
F ina l ly , Section V incorporates the HIPG's p r i o r comments to^ EPA 
on EPA's proposed remedial action objec t ives , including 
charac ter iza t ion cf p r inc ipa l threat mater ial for 0U2. 

EPA Response to the Introduction: The foregoing corcunents 
appeared as a i introduction to the Hamilton Industrial Park 
PRP Group's cc.mments. The comments that follow provide 
further detail and generally reiterate the Introduction, and 

• EPA's responses appear below. 

- The PRP Group suggests in the Introduction that EPA did not 
follow the NCP in developing its Proposed Plan. No specific 
comments that lollow address how EPA's remedial planning 
efforts were deficient. The PRP Group provides several 
alternative remedies, and includes a tabular "Summary of 
Comparative Analysis of Soil Remedial Alternatives" 
comparing a PRP preferred alternative, "Modified Alternative 
S-4", to the Preferred Alternative, which is a hybrid of 
Alternatives S-2 and S-5. This table is included in the PRP 
Group's comments, which are an attachment to this 
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Responsiveness Summary, and provide the PRP Group's take on 
a nine-criteria evaluation of EPA's Preferred Alternative. 

EPA has three observations with regard to the PRP Group's 
table: 

(1) As discussed in more detail below, the PRPs' 
Modified Alternative S-4 can be differentiated from 
EPA's Alternative S-4 in several ways, and EPA will 
address these differences below; therefore, with regard 
to this table, it is not a direct comparison of the 
EPA's Alternatives S-4 and S-3/S-5. 

(2) The PRP Group changed a number of assumptions with 
regard to EPA's Alternative S-3/S-5, which are 
discussed in some fashion in the PRP Group's comments, 
and EPA's responses, below. When comparing EPA's nine-
criteria evaluation to this table, it should be noted 
that EPA considered all the remedial alternatives and 
evaluated their advantages and disadvantages, as 
required by the NCP and EPA guidance, whereas the 
simplified evaluation completed by the PRP Group elects 
to highlight the advantages of its preferred remedy and 
emphasize the deficiencies of the Selected Remedy. The 
PRP Group's method is not consistent with the 
requirements of the NCP. 

(3) The PRP Group's interpretation of "Agency 
Acceptar.ce" does not evaluate NJDEP's position on the 
proposed remedy. NJDEP supports EPA's Selected Retaedy. 

JI. Eviiluation of EPA's Preferred Remedy 

II .A. Overview of Zlomments on EPA's Proposed Plan 

EPA's proposed "Low Temperature Thermal Desorption" (LTTD) based 
remedy i s ne i the r lew temperature nor complete treatment, 
understates po t en t i a l costs and environmental and heal th r i s k s , 
and overs ta tes the l i k e l y implementabili ty of the Preferred 
Remedy. 

The remedy recommended in EPA's Proposed Plan i s i nco r r ec t l y 
character ized as a lew temperature treatment system and based on 
the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o.' the contaminants to be t r ea ted will in 
fact requi re high tem'perature treatment. In add i t ion , EPA's 
s t a t ed in ten t to have the system operate on a cyc l ic b a s i s , i . e . 
only 8-10 hours per day to address community concerns, will 
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c r e a t e enormous i m p l e m e n t a b i l i t y problems and w i l l make i t 
d i f f i c u l t t o ach ieve neces sa ry o p e r a t i o n a l e f f i c i e n c i e s i n the 
deso rp t ion equipment and the a s s o c i a t e d p o l l u t i o n c o n t r o l 
equipment. These i m p l e m e n t a b i l i t y i s s u e s , coupled with the 
s p e c i f i c c h a l l e n g e s a t the S i t e - most i m p o r t a n t l y EPA's dec i s ion 
to t r e a t by means of deso rp t ion the h i g h e s t l e v e l s of 
contaminants which i t r ecogn izes wi l l be l e a s t l i k e l y to desorb 
e f f e c t i v e l y or wi l l p r e s e n t s i g n i f i c a n t hand l ing i s s u e s -
i n c r e a s e s the p o t e n t i a l r i s k s to workers and the community, 
i n c l u d i n g the p o t e n t i a l formation and /o r r e l e a s e of d i o x i n s , 
fu rans and o t h e r hazardous c o n s t i t u e n t s . 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , thermal deso rp t ion wi l l cos t f a r more than assumed 
by EPA. I f EPA used the thermal deso rp t ion u n i t t r ea tment cos t 
r e p o r t e d by EPA f o r o the r Nat iona l P r i o r i t y L i s t (NPL) S i t e s 
where PCBs have been t r e a t e d , the cos t f o r the P r e f e r r e d 
A l t e r n a t i v e would i n c r e a s e by more than $25 m i l l i o n . Moreover, 
the time p e r i o d f o r completion of thermal d e s o r p t i o n - b a s e d 
remedy i s l i k e l y to be s i g n i f i c a n t l y l onge r than t h a t e s t ima ted 
in the Proposed P lan , f u r t h e r i n c r e a s i n g the e s t i m a t e d c o s t s . 

Some of the p r i n c i p a l concerns with the Proposed Plan a r e : 

Genuinely "low" tempera ture thermal d e s o r p t i o n w i l l not work 
a t the S i t e . Thermal deso rp t ion (TD) i s t y p i c a l l y assumed to 
occur between 200-1,000 °F. While the break p o i n t between 
"low" and "high" i s not def ined by EPA, "low t empera tu re" i s 
g e n e r a l l y co.-:sidered to range from 200-600 T ( app rop r i a t e 
fo r pe t ro leum hydrocarbons and VOCs), with "high 
t empera tu re" occu r r ing between 600-1,000 °F ( a p p r o p r i a t e f o r 

J, PAHs, PCBs and p e s t i c i d e s ) . The PCBs a t the S i t e have 
.- b o i l i n g point. ' ' r ang ing from 689-734 ^F f o r Aroc lor 1254, and 
• from 725-788 ^F fo r Aroclor 1260, which would sugges t a 
• r e a sonab l e minimum t a r g e t t rea tment t empera ture of 800 °F. 

This i s c l e a r l ' / a t the "high" end of the tempera ture r ange , 
: t he reby c o n s t i r u t i n g high tempera ture thermal de so rp t i on 
" (HTTD) . 

• Higher temperat i r e thermal de so rp t i on i s l i k e l y to gene ra t e 
more t o x i c hazardous s u b s t a n c e s , s i n c e d i o x i n s and fu rans 
a r e formed when PCBs and p a r t i c u l a t e s a r e ma in ta ined in the 
400-650 °F tempera ture range . This w i l l occur i f s o i l s 
and /o r t reatment r e s i d u a l s a r e i n a d e q u a t e l y or unevenly 
h e a t e d / c o o l e d . 

Contrary to EPA'^ a s s e r t i o n , the Proposed Plan does not 

Page 47 

500182 



r e s u l t in complete "treatment as a p r inc ipa l element". 
Thermal desorption ("TD") i s a separat ion remedy; i t i s not 
a dest ruct ion technology. Thermal desorption simply uses 
heat to evaporate and separate the PCBs from s o i l s . The 
off-gassed PCBs must then e i t h e r be condensed and 
inc inera ted o f f - s i t e , or be inc inera ted on - s i t e in a 
secondary combustion chamber at tached to the TD. EPA's 
Proposed Plan does not s t a t e how EPA intends to handle the 
condensed PCBs. To the extent that the Proposed Plan 
contemplates on-s i t e inc inera t ion of the condensed PCBs, EPA 
has not addressed e i the r the delay in obtaining the 
necessary permit equivalency under the Toxic Substances 
Control Act or the impact to the local community of having 
such, an inc inera t ion f a c i l i t y a t the S i t e with i t s 
concomitant problems of p a r t i c u l a t e control and the 
t roubl ing r i sk that treatment r e s idua l s (e.g. furans and 
dioxins) from inc inera t ion will be more toxic than the 
or ig inal waste. To the extent that the Proposed Plan 
contemplates o f f - s i t e inc ine ra t ion , EPA has not addressed 
the costs and r i s k s associated with the handling, 
t r anspor ta t ion , and o f f - s i t e inc inera t ion of the condensed 
PCB l i q u i d s . 

The 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study recognizes that much of the highly 
contaminated and, therefore , highest r i sk s o i l s are not 
l i k e l y to be su i tab le for TD because of debris mixed in the 
s o i l s . Thus, SPA'S Proposed Plan assumes that approximately 
one-half of the 107,000 cubic yards of p r inc ipa l t h r e a t , 
s o i l s , i . e . 52,500 cubic yards, will not go in to the thermal 
un i t , but ins tead will be t ransported o f f - s i t e through the 
South P la in f i e ld community. This approach i s incons is tent 
with EPA's recognit ion that excavation and t ranspor ta t ion 
o f f - s i t e of such a la rge volume of so i l p resen t s high, 
short-term r i s k s (see the Proposed Plan at page 19). 

Thermal Desorpt. on poses s ign i f ican t implementabili ty 
problems at the S i t e . EPA's proposal to l im i t operation of 
the thermal desorption system to daylight hours i s 
u n r e a l i s t i c . Thermal desorption equipment and i t s associated 
po l lu t ion contro^. equipment are designed to run e f f i c i en t ly 
on an around-the- clock bas i s . To stop and s t a r t the system 
every day would cross ly impair the system eff ic iency and add 
years to the duration of the operation. Second, the debris 
mixed in with the contaminated s o i l s will l im i t the s o i l s 
which can ac tua l ly be put in to a thermal desorption system. 
Third, EPA has noz fu l ly addressed the s ign i f i can t noise and 
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odors which will be caused by the operation of a thermal 
desorption system, p a r t i c u l a r l y since i t i s l i k e l y that the 
system will have to be operated on a 24 hour b a s i s . 

EPA has not f a i r l y estimated the l i k e l y cost of a thermal 
desorption system at the S i t e . EPA's charac te r iza t ion of 
LTTD, combined with excavation, as being "cost e f f e c t i v e . . . 
[with] a comparable cost to other a l t e r n a t i v e s " i s not 
accurate in l i g h t of EPA's own reported costs for TD at 
other PCB-contaminated NPL S i t e s , as well as the 
complexities spec i f i ca l ly affect ing the S i t e . EPA uses a TD 
treatment cost of $101 per ton when EPA's experience at 
other Superfund s i t e s involving PCB contaminated s o i l s i s 
s i gn i f i c an t l y higher. Such circumstances would add $25 
mil l ion or.more when appropriate allowances for expected 
S i t e - spec i f i c i s sues are taken in to account (see a lso 
Section I I .D and Appendix A of these comments). This cost 
d i f f e r en t i a l could be s ign i f i can t ly higher i f the thermal 
operation i s in fact l imi ted to 10 hours per day, or i f 
addi t ional handling or treatment of thermal treatment 
res idua l s i s required. 

EPA's Proposed Plan incor rec t ly charac te r izes the a b i l i t y of 
thermal desorption to "allow the proper ty to be used for the 
reasonably-ant ic ipated future land use" (see the Proposed 
Plan at page .""l) , Assuming that EPA only uses the thermal 

- desorption unit 8 to 10 hours per day as described in the 
Proposed Plan, and no operating problems are encountered, 

- the actual TD i^ortion of the S i te remedy will take at l e a s t 
2.8 years . Coupled with the de ta i l ed design and performance 
t e s t i ng associated with the TD process , the e a r l i e s t date 
that the S i te could be ready for redevelopment would be a t 
l e a s t 6 years i.\ the future using EPA's 20 tons per hour 
throughput r a t e , with a more l i k e l y remedy completion date 
in excess of 10 years when more r e a l i s t i c treatment 
throughput scenarios are used. However, even t h i s schedule 
i s op t imi s t i c , s.'.nce EPA's proposed operat ing scenario i s 
p fec i se ly the moc'e of operation that i s most l i k e l y to 
crea te mechanical problems with the TD system. 

The spec i f ic comments •jn EPA's Proposed Plan are provided below. 

EPA Response to Si.-ction I I , A , : As with the Introduction, 
t h i s section summarizes a se r i es of comments on EPA's 
Preferred Al ternat ive tha t are then explored in more de ta i l 
in Section I I ,B , EPA's responses appear in the next 
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sec t ion . 

I I . B . Thermal Desorption of On-Site Soi l s Requires Higher 
Temperatures Than Indicated in the Proposed Plan; i s Not 
"Treatment" of PCBs Under the NCP; and Poses Signif icant 
Implementability Risks and Challenges 

EPA has i nco r r ec t l y i den t i f i ed the thermal desorption technology 
that appl ies to the S i te as being "low temperature". In point of 
f ac t , the proposed use of low temperature, r a the r than high 
temperature thermal desorption for por t ions of the PCB and 
chlor inated VOC-impacted s o i l s would not achieve the remedial 
goals a r t i c u l a t e d in the Proposed Plan. 

Thermal desorption i s a process through which contaminants 
typ ica l ly are heated to a temperature exceeding t h e i r respect ive 
bo i l ing p o i n t s ; t h i s process phys ica l ly separates or "desorbs" 
contaminants from the s o i l . The process i s general ly broken down 
in to two types of remedial technologies: low temperature thermal 
desorption (LTTD) and high temperature thermal desorption (HTTD). 
According t o the Federal Remedial Technologies Roundtable 
(FRTR)^, Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix and Reference 
Guide, Version 4.0^, a group in which EPA p a r t i c i p a t e s , i t i s 
high temperature desorption, not low temperature, that i s 
the relevant thermal desorption technology for high molecular 
weight PCBs such as those found at the S i t e . LTTD typ ica l ly only 
heats contaminated iiedia to temperatures ranging from 200 ?F 
to 600 °F and i s usei most often for remediating petroleum 
hydrocarbon contamin \tion and other contaminants having lower 
bo i l ing po in t s . 

[PRP Group's Footnotes:] 
^ The Federal Remedia. ion Technology Roundtable (FRTR) was 
es tabl ished in 1991 a i an interagency committee to exchange 
information and to prcvide a forum for j o i n t act ion regarding the 
development and demonstration of innovative technologies for 
hazardous waste remedi i t ion . 
^ See ht tp : / /www.fr t r .oov/ matr ix2/sect ion4/4-26.html. 

S i tes using thermal desorption to address PCB-contaminated s o i l s 
general ly employ s ign i f i can t ly higher temperatures than those 
typ ica l ly character ized as "low temperature". In f a c t , most s i t e s 
contaminated by higher molecular weight compounds employed 
temperatures general ly ranging from 600 °F to 1,000 °F. 
Unfortunately, EPA does not appear to have adequately considered 
the conditions speci f ic to th i s S i t e , notably the fact the PCBs 
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at the S i t e have bo i l ing po in t s ranging from 689-734 °F for 
Aroclor 1254, and from 725-788 °F for Aroclor 1260. Such boi l ing 
poin ts for the s i t e - s p e c i f i c contaminants would suggest a 
reasonable minimum target treatment temperature of 600 °F, 
c l ea r ly a t the "high" end of the temperature range. 

EPA Response II.B.l: EPA characterizes LTTD as operating at 
temperatures up to 1,200 °F. As indicated in the comment, 
the PCBs at 0U2 have boiling points ranging from 689-734 °F 
for Aroclor 1254, and from 725-788 °F for Aroclor 1260, 
which would suggest a reasonable minimum target treatment 
temperature of 800 °F. Therefore, the anticipated treatment 
temperature is within the operating temperature range for 
LTTD systems. These temperatures would adequately treat the 
VOC contamination as well. 

Treatment of off-gases d i f fe r s s i gn i f i can t ly from LTTD to HTTD, 
in that the off-gassed hydrocarbons and VOCs from the LTTD 
process can be r ead i ly t rea ted by c a t a l y t i c or thermal 
oxidation. On the other hand, as TD-simply uses heat to evaporate 
and separate the PCBs from the s o i l s , the off-gassed PCBs must 
then e i t he r be condensed and transported o f f - s i t e for 
inc inera t ion or inc inera ted on-Site in a secondary combustion 
chamber attached tc the TD. On-Site inc inera t ion of off-gassed 
PCBs will require a " t r i a l burn" to demonstrate the required 
99.9999% Destructioi /Removal Efficiency for PCBs speci f ied under 
the Toxic Substances Control Act. Combustion temperatures of 
approximately 2,200 'F for grea ter than a 2 second residence time 
are required to meet t h i s requirement. This demonstration 
typ ica l ly presents uf to a year delay in remedy implementation 
due to permit equivalency i s sues . 

EPA Response II,r,2,: Several well-established combinations 
of methods have teen used to address vapor-phase treatment, 
collection of air-borne particulates, and treatment 
residuals from LTfD units, and in its experience with LTTD, 
EPA has found tha; right combination of technologies can be 
developed in remeoial design. Deferment of decisions with 
respect to the spe-ific treatment technologies used is a 
common approach to remedy selection. EPA assumes that the 
comment focuses on thermal oxidation because it can manifest 
more implementatior. issues than other treatment methods, and 
can have more administrative delays. The LTTD system would 
be equipped with the necessary particulate and vapor 
collection systems to ensure efficient operating conditions. 
The concern raised In the comment will be evaluated during 
the reinedial design 

Page 51 

500186 



Fina l ly , and of s ign i f i can t concern from the perspec t ive of 
publ ic heal th and percept ion, there i s a rea l r i sk that thermal 
desorption will c rea te treatment res idua l s more tox ic than, the 
or ig inal waste. Unlike the case with non-thermal technologies, TD 
must be careful ly and ef fec t ive ly managed so as not to crea te 
dioxins and furans, which are formed when PCBs and p a r t i c u l a t e s 
are maintained in the 400-650 °F temperature range, such as (1) 
when TD uni ts have a bag house a f te r the primary or desorption 
chamber; or (2) when heat t ransfer surfaces (such as b o i l e r s or 
heat exchangers) are present . As previously noted, TD uni t s using 
off-gas inc inera t ion must use some form of bag house for 
p a r t i c u l a t e con t ro l , and those using condensation must have heat 
exchangers to cool the gases. 

These concerns about the l imi t a t ions of LTTD a r i s e from the 
experience at other NPL s i t e s , including Outboard Marine 
Corporation, ReSolve, Wide Beach Development and the Indus t r i a l 
Latex S i t e s . In addi t ion , thermal desorption of PCBs was 
considered and then abandoned due to in su f f i c i en t so i l 
charac ter iza t ion and ine f f i c i en t treatment at the Universal Oil 
Products S i te and the Caldwell Trucking S i t e . 

EPA Response II.B,3,: EPA has successfully implemented LTTD 
systems at Supeifund Sites in Region 2 and across the 
nation. The sito-specific conditions do not prevent the use 
of LTTD at 0U2 o : the CDE Site, and many of the- same 
conditions that riay limit the effectiveness of LTTD for̂  .. 
portions of 0U2 also limit the effectiveness of the PRP' 
Group's preferred remedy (solidification without SVE). 

EPA applies the l<'Ssons learned at o.ther Superfund sites to 
its approach to selecting and implementing remedial actions; 
how'ever, site-specific conditions vary from site to site, as 
emphasized by the I'xamples mentioned by the PRP Group. The 
Industrial Latex Site is in Region 2 and is considered an 
exarhple of the successful use of LTTD to treat PCB-
contaminated soils. At the Universal Oil Products Site, a 
thermal treatment remedy was implemented to address some 
site soils, but NJDir.P (the lead agency) elected not to treat 
all Soils for which LTTD would have been effective because 
of odor concerns unrelated to PCB contamination. Instead, 
NJDEP turned to off-site disposal for the balance of the 
contaminated soils. At the Caldwell Trucking site, EPA 
selected a thermal treatment remedy in 1986, primarily to 
address volatiles. Subsequently, EPA issued a ROD 
Amendment, selecting an off-site disposal, SVE and 
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solidification remedy (comparable to Alternate S-4). Again, 
PCB issues were not central to the remedial decision-making 
at the Caldwell Trucking site. 

Since ne i ther the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study nor the Proposed Plan 
suggest that HTTD was analyzed or considered as appropriate for 
t h i s S i t e , EPA at a minimum has an obl igat ion to c l a r i fy the 
proposed technology and re i ssue the Proposed Plan for publ ic 
comment. I f EPA plans to pursue a HTTD remedy, the members of the 
publ ic must be informed of the implicat ions of high temperature 
treatment and be afforded the opportunity to express t h e i r views 
on an informed bas i s . In the end, though, ne i ther LTTD nor HTTD 
are appropriate for use at the S i t e , because both technologies 
present heal th and environmental po l lu t ion r i s k s and 
implementabili ty concerns that are not presented by other , more 
cos t -e f fec t ive technologies. 

EPA Response II.B.4.: EPA presented a range of remedial 
alternatives in the Proposed Plan after careful analysis 
during the FS. As discussed ,in more detail in the ROD 
Decision Summary, EPA held a series of public information 

. sessions during the development of the FS, and emphasized 
the treatment options available for PCB-contaminated soil, 
including the ure of thermal treatment technologies (LTTD 
and incineratior). The Proposed Plan and EPA's oral 
presentation during the public meeting described EPA's 
Preferred Alternitive, There were few community concerns, 
either written o;: oral, regarding the use of LTTD at 0U2. 
As noted above in Response II.B.l, EPA does not conside'r the 
treatment technologies that will be used at 0U2 to be HTTD. 
EPA's extensive eiforts to inform the public at this Site, 
which exceed statVitory and regulatory requirements, are not 
deficient because the PRP Group views the technology to be 
used at 0U2 as HTTD as opposed to LTTD. 

1. LTTD i s not a compler.e ''^treatment technology" 
The Prophsed P lan ' s se lec t ion of LTTD as a p re fe r red remedy 
because i t i s a "treatment technology" for PCBs i s misleading. 
EPA inco r rec t ly describes LTTD as a process "whereby contaminants 
are typ ica l ly destroyed" (see the Proposed Plan at page 14). This 
i s inaccurate . LTTD i s net a destruct ion technology; r a the r i t i s 
a t ransfer technology which concentrates the contamination in 
other media. As e x p l i c i t l y recognized in EPA's own guidance, 
"[t]hermai desorption i s a physical separat ion process , not a 
destruct ion technology" (USEPA, 1997). 

For t rue dest ruct ion and chus complete treatment of PCBs to 
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occur, i nc ine ra t ion i s required. Since TD does not destroy the 
PCBs and only separates them from the soi ls . , there must also be a 
plan for managing the r e s idua l s . Such a p lan , which i s not 
described in EPA's Proposed Plan, may involve e i t h e r shipping 
concentrated PCB res idua l s o f f - s i t e in tanker trucks or 
destroying them in an on-s i t e inc inera t ion un i t . Once again the 
absence of information about EPA's in ten t ion with respect to the 
separated PCBs renders the publ ic not ice provis ion of the ' 
Proposed Plan (as required by the NCP) to be inadequate. 

Each of the po t en t i a l res idua ls management options poses d i s t i n c t 
r i s k s to both on-s i t e workers and the surrounding community which 
have not been adequately disclosed or addressed in e i t h e r the 0U2 
F e a s i b i l i t y Study or the Proposed Plan. In, .addit ion, i f EPA 
plans to use e i t he r high temperature TD (since LTTD i s unl ikely 
to work as noted above) or thermal oxidation to destroy the TD 
treatment res iduals^ the cos t , time delay, and p o t e n t i a l publ ic 
concern implicat ions must be addressed. 

EPA Response II,B,5,: Refer to EPA Response II,B.2, The FS 
discusses LTTD at length, and page 14 of the Proposed Plan 
states "LTTD ii: a physical separation process", and 
indicates that it would be coupled with a second vapor phase 
treatment technology to manage contaminants liberated from 
the soils. The distinctions between LTTD and an incinerator 
are also discussv:d in the FS and in EPA guidance. 
Mechanical desigr features and process' operating conditions • 
vary considerably among the various types of LTTD systems. 
EPA believes that the parties performing the work shoul'd be 
allowed to choose the type of LTTD system to be used at 0U2, 
including the method used to manage the desorbed 
contaminants. The specific configuration of the system, 
based on site-spec.fie conditions, would be developed during 
the remedial desigr-. 

EPA has adequately characterized the Preferred Alternative 
in the Proposed Plai and has met the public notice 
provisions required by the NCP. The Selected Remedy poses 
short-term risks associated with treating soils on-site, as 
discussed in the Shorts-term Effectiveness section of the 
Proposed Plan and De:ision Summary of this document. 
Indeed, all the actire remedial alternatives pose short-term 
risks; and EPA discui.-sed and compared all these risks in the 
Proposed Plan and this document, as required by the NCP. 
Air emissions and treatment residuals derived from on-site 
treatment have been sjccessfully managed at many NPL sites. 
As discussed in the Proposed Plan, proven procedures 
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including engineering controls, personnel protective 
equipment and safe work practices would be used to address 
potential impacts to workers and the community. 

2. The OU2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study and the Proposed Plan Do Not Pro-vide 
a Supportable Basis for Determining tha t Thermal Desorption Will 
Work a t t h i s S i t e . 
Without the benefi t of t r e a t a b i l i t y s tudies ,^ EPA has chosen to 
apply a technology to p r ec i s e ly the type of s o i l s that i t 
recognizes are most d i f f i c u l t to e f fec t ive ly t r e a t by means of 
thermal desorption. EPA recognizes that LTTD cannot 
cos t -e f fec t ive ly t r e a t s o i l s having high PCB and VOC 
concentrat ions , s ign i f ican t v a r i a b i l i t y in p a r t i c l e s i z e , 
nor so i l with a s ign i f ican t volume of debris or rocks grea ter 
than 2"diameter (see the Proposed Plan at page 14). These are 
p rec i se ly the types of conditions that EPA has i d e n t i f i e d as 
affect ing the p r inc ipa l threa t s o i l s a t the Hamilton Indus t r i a l 
Park S i t e . 

[PRP Group Footnote] 
^ EPA has engaged in no t r e a t a b i l i t y t e s t i ng for thermal 
desorption at t h i s S i t e , despi te i t s own guidance that such 
t e s t ing " is often used at the remedy screening level to provide a 
quick and r e l a t i v e l y inexpensive ind ica t ion of the 
appropriateness of TD 5S a remedial technology." Engineering 
Forum Issue Paper: The.'mal Desorption Implementation Issues 
(USEPA, 1997), and "Reicedy se lec t ion s tudies y i e ld data that 
verify that the technology can meet expected cleanup goals , 
provide information in cupport of the de ta i l ed ana lys is of 
a l t e r n a t i v e s , and give indica t ions of optimal operat ing 
condi t ions . " Guide for Conducting T rea t ab i l i t y Studies under 
CERCLA: Thermal Desorption Remedy Selec t ion , Interim Guidance" 
(USEPA, 1992) 

EPA Response II.B.6.: LTTD is a proven technology for 
addressing soils contaminated with PCBs and VOCs, and a 
treatability study ii> not necessary to determine whether 0U2 
soils:would be amenable to treatment. As indicated in the 
Proposed Plan and th;s Decision Document, EPA expects that a 
certain quantity of the contaminated soil at 0U2 will not be 
amenable to treatment using LTTD. The Decision Summary of 
this document discusses a number of Site-specific conditions 
where off-site disposal would be employed instead of LTTD. 
In fact, the flexibility offered by the Selected Remedy for 
addressing the heterocenous 0U2 soils is one of its 
significant advantages. 
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a) S i t e spec i f i c media impediments to thennal desorption 
Based on the information known about contaminated s o i l s at the 
S i t e , p a r t i c u l a r l y p r inc ipa l threa t s o i l s , thermal desorption 
will p l a i n l y meet with considerable impediments. For example, EPA 
knows that the p r inc ipa l threa t s o i l s contain very high 
concentrations of PCBs and are mixed with debr i s . These are 
exactly the conditions which are known to cause operational 
d i f f i c u l t i e s for thermal desorption. 

EPA's technology roundtable organizat ion, FRTR, has iden t i f i ed 
several conditions which l imi t the ef fec t ive use of thermal 
desorption: 

. Specific p a r t i c l e s ize and mater ia l s handling requirements 
can impact a p p l i c a b i l i t y or cost at spec i f ic s i t e s . 
Dewatering may be necessary to achieve acceptable so i l 
moisture content l e v e l s . 
Highly abrasive or oversize feed can damage the processor 
uni t . 
Heavy metals in the feed may produce a t r ea ted so l id residue 
that requi res s t a b i l i z a t i o n . 
Clay and s i l t y s o i l s and high humic content s o i l s increase 
react ion time as a. r e su l t of binding of contaminants. 

Several of these l imi t ing conditions described by FRTR are 
present at the S i t e . 

The Hamilton Indus t r i a l Park S i te has been used as an indust^rial 
and/or commercial s i t e f :>r about 70 years , r e s u l t i n g in 
s ign i f ican t non-soil mater ia ls being incorporated in to the ground 
at the S i t e . Indeed, EPA describes S i t e s o i l s as l a rge ly man-made 
f i l l , consis t ing p r imar i .y of c inders , ash, b r i ck , g l a s s , metal, 
s l ag , and wood fragments (see the Proposed Plan at page 4) . 
Almost a l l thermal desorp:ion systems are designed to accept 
mater ia ls no l a rge r than .' to 2 inches in diameter in order to 
provide adequate heat ing 'and treatment) and to p ro tec t the TD 
equipment (pa r t i cu la r ly feed or treatment augers) . Thus, most, i f 
not a l l , of the so i l at the S i t e must be screened, adding a 
cos t ly s tep to the remedy <;nd increas ing the r i sk of exposure to 
workers and:the neighboring community. 

EPA repor t s -that a t one s i t e the volume of so i l remaining a f te r 
processing so i l for TD treatment was roughly 2/3 of that 
o r ig ina l l y estimated because of the s ign i f i can t amounts of 
oversized material removed 'USEPA, 1997). Oversized material 
which i s screened will then need to be decontaminated and 
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disposed o f f - s i t e , or otherwise managed. I t i s qui te l i k e l y that 
only a f rac t ion of the excavated mater ia l s will be of 
suf f ic ient s ize to go through the thermal desorption unit at the 
S i t e , with the remainder to be trucked o f f - s i t e for fur ther 
treatment and disposal . 

Even a f t e r the so i l at the S i te has been screened, native, s o i l s 
that pass the screening t e s t are s t i l l not l i k e l y to be 
appropriate for thermal desorption. Soi ls having a high 
proportion of sand and gravel are fa r eas ie r to handle and t r ea t 
than the f ine r s i l t s , s i l t y sands, ash, and f i l l encountered at 
the S i t e during the 0U2 Remedial Inves t iga t ion (see the Proposed 
Plan at Page 4 and the t e s t p i t records provided in the 0U2 
Remedial Inves t iga t ion Report). In addi t ion , the f i l l mater ia l s 
in the area targeted for treatment may include diatomaceous earth 
which was used on-Site^ (see Page 1-3 of the 0U2 Remedial 
Inves t igat ion Report). Moreover, when so i l moisture content i s 
higher than 20%, thermal desorption costs inc rease , fuel usage 
(and a i r emissions) increase , and treatment throughput i s 
reduced. Given the perched water encountered at the S i t e and 
overburden s o i l s described as dry to sa tura ted , the moisture 
content of ce r ta in S i t e s o i l s may well prove problematic. 
Unfortunately, the so i l moisture data were not i n t e rp re t ed in the 
0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study to evaluate t h i s p a r t i c u l a r i s sue . 

[PRP Group Footnote] 
^ Diatomaceous earth i s c na tu ra l ly occurring mineral derived 
from microscopic s ize focs i l i zed remains of marine diatoms. I t 
has high absorption capacity and low bulk densi ty , which mearts 
these mater ia ls can be bo :h subs t an t i a l l y contaminated and become 
read i ly airborne. 

Heavy metals such as arser.ic and lead have been i d e n t i f i e d in the 
s o i l s at t h i s S i t e . The Proposed Plan describes elevated 
concentrat ions of 23 diffe.-ent metals , with arsenic and lead 
detected at'-maximum concencrations of 1,060 mg/kg and 52,600 
mg/kg, respec t ive ly . I f of i-gas inc inera t ion i s chosen, then the 
arsenic and other metals will be t ransfer red to and concentrated 
in the bag house p a r t i c u l a t e media, which w i l l , in turn , require 
fur ther treatment or off-si-.e disposal to render i t safe. Also, 
i f the to t a l or leachable concentrations of metals in the 
thermal ly- t rea ted s o i l s exceed regula tory l i m i t s , EPA's proposal 
of simply backf i l l ing the t rea ted s o i l s will not be an option 
unless s t a b i l i z a t i o n / s o l i d i f i c a t i o n i s a lso performed. As 
discussed in 'the next sec t ion , to the extent that 
s o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n will be u t i l i z e d , there i s no 

' • . Page 57 

500192 



j u s t i f i c a t i o n for s t a r t i n g with thermal desorption. 
S o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n can address a l l of the contaminants 
of concern and i s ava i lab le as a more cos t -e f fec t ive and equally 
p ro t ec t ive a l t e r n a t e remedy (see Section I I I of these comments). 

EPA Response II.B.7.: Refer to EPA Response II.B.6. As 
stated on page 14 of the Proposed Plan, EPA is aware that 
some soils can not be effectively treated with an on-site 
LTTD unit. Off-site disposal would be appropriate for the 
soils that are not amenable to treatment. Most soil types 
are amenable for treatment by LTTD systems; however, 
different soils may require varying degrees and types of 
pretreatment. For example, coarse-grained soils may require 
cushing; fine-grained soils that are excessively cohesive 
may require shredding; and soils with heavy metals may 
require stabilization with limestone. ' (EPA does not expect 
that solidification would be required, however.) Many of 
the same implementation constraints that the PRP Group 
identifies with regard to on-site LTTD would similarly 
constrain implementation of the PRP Group's preferred remedy 
(solidification without SVE). As described in the Proposed 
Plan, EPA considered the long-term effectiveness of LTTD to 
be substantially higher than that of solidification, with 
far fewer uncertairties. 

b) Technology impediment.^ to thermal desorption 
EPA has not i den t i f i ed the speci f ic type of thermal technology 
that i t an t i c ipa t e s will be used at the S i t e . However, the 
se lec t ion of a spec i f ic ti'ermal desorption technology will h,aye a 
s igni f icant impact on impjementability i s sues . At the Hamilton 
Indus t r i a l Park S i t e , EPA's 0U2 Remedial Inves t iga t ion reveals 
the presence of higher moi.->cuJar weight PCBs that have boi l ing 
point temperatures ranging from 689-734 °F for Aroclor 1254, and 
from 725-788 °F for Aroclor 1260, which would suggest a 
reasonable minimum target treatment temperature of 800 "F, before 
they will desorb from the S i te s o i l s . This considera t ion, in 
turn, controls the type of thermal desorption equipment that may 
be e f fec t ive ly used at the i i t e . The most l i k e l y candidate 
technologies ' include ind i rec t f i r ed thermal desorption uni ts 
with PCB off-gas condensatio.i or d i r e c t - f i r e d thermal desorption 
uni ts with off-gas incinerat.'.on — each of which presen ts i t s own 
implementabili ty i s sues . For example, i f off-gassed PCBs are 
t rea ted with on-s i t e inc ine ra t ion , then Agency approval of the 
implement a t ioh will require a " t r i a l burn" under the Toxic 
Substances Control 'Act. This process can cause up to a one year 
delay in implementation due to permit equivalency i s sues . 
Indi rec t f i r ed u n i t s , while not subject to a TSCA t r i a l ' burn, are 
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l e s s ava i lab le in the marketplace and t yp i ca l l y have lower 
throughput r a t e s ( i . e . , l e s s than 10 tons per hour) . This l imited 
throughput could more than double the duration of treatment. 
Moreover, i t i s questionable whether a cont rac tor for such a 
system could be found, given the duration of the operation and 
the r e s t r i c t e d operating hours. 

No matter what technology i s chosen, EPA's commitment to operate 
the TD system only 8-10 hours per day will undercut the 
r e l i a b i l i t y of both the TD machinery and the associa ted a i r 
po l lu t ion control equipment. I t i s well known that TD uni ts run 
most e f fec t ive ly when they operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week. For example, EPA's Cost and Performance Report for the Wide 
Beach Development S i t e notes "At Wide Beach, the ATP unit was 
operated continuously (24 hours a day and 7 days a week), 
excluding system down time to repa i r the mechanical problems 
discussed below (approximately two months [out of twelve months 
to t a l operation]) and to perform rout ine maintenance 
(approximately three days per month) . " Thermal desorption and a i r 

po l lu t ion control systems are designed to be brought up to 
operating temperatures, and then to maintain s t ab le temperatures 
during operation. Contractors offering LTTD services typ ica l ly 
prefer to operate 24 ho'jrs/7 days a week to maintain optimum so i l 
and off-gas treatment ard to maximize throughput (and minimize 
cos t s ) . Limiting work tc daylight hours as suggested in the 
Proposed Plan would cause excessive thermal cycl ing, which could 
well r e su l t in equipment f a i l u r e and s ign i f i can t downtime. This 
i s p a r t i c u l a r l y per t inen t to the la rge r o t a t i n g k i ln type uni ts 
used in d i r e c t - f i r e d , hig.i.er throughput operat ions . 

Moreover, even i f thermal treatment could p r a c t i c a l l y be operated 
for only 8 hours per day as EPA suggests , i t could not be 
performed for the unit cos is incorporated in to the Proposed 
P lan ' s cos t ' e s t ima te . Discissions with treatment vendors ind ica te 
that while the smaller , i n c i r e c t f i r ed uni t s are l e s s subject to 
s t a r t / s t o p upse ts , t he i r costs would s i g n i f i c a n t l y increase i f 
work hours were l imi ted . A .longer duration pro jec t would 
obviously a lso increase overs ight , management, adminis t ra t ion, 
monitoring and publ ic coordination cos t s , and delay the 
redevelopment of the S i t e . 

Cyclic operation of desorption uni ts a lso impacts the <• 
effect iveness ' of a i r emissio.i po l lu t ion control technologies. 
Such technologies are necessi ry at the S i t e to manage the 
increased r i sk presented by the poss ib le creat ion of dioxins and 
furans, as well as emissions associated with other uncombusted 

Page 59 

500194 



contaminants in s o i l s such as metals . As previous ly discussed, 
when PCBs and PCB-containing p a r t i c u l a t e s are maintained in 
400-650 °F temperature range, dioxins and furans are formed; 
these condit ions are more l i k e l y to occur during system s t a r t -up 
and'shut-down, which, under EPA's operational approach, would 
take place da i ly . Also, EPA i t s e l f recognizes that operating the 
thermal desorption unit in a way that increases heat t ransfer to 
the contaminated so i l (such as during d i r e c t - f i r e d heating) 
"usually increases carryover of dust to the [ a i r po l lu t ion 
control equipment] and crea tes problems. For example, offgas may 
burn holes in the baghouse f i l t e r media, and cause the induction 
fan to f a i l . The holes would allow p a r t i c u l a t e matter to pass 
through the bag walls and clog the carbon adsorption bed. The bed 
would then have to be regenerated more often during the clean-up 
process" (USEPA, 1997). By l imi t ing operation of the TD unit to 8 
to 10 hours per day, EPA increases the l ike l ihood that such 
f a i l u r e s will occur, thereby crea t ing new r i s k s for the local 
community. 

F ina l ly , i t i s important to note that TD uni t s can generate 
s igni f icant quan t i t i e s of dust. For example, at the Navy's Public 
Works Center in Guam, almost one t h i rd of the feed so i l mass 
a f t e r thermal desorptioi. was col lec ted as "dust" in the cyclone 
and baghouse. To address t h i s dust i s s u e , some vendors have 
s t a r t e d using auger- or screw-type r e a c t o r s , ins tead of ro ta ry 
k i l n s . However, i t i s d i f f i c u l t to r a i s e the temperature of the 
so i l beyond about 350 °C, or 662 °F, in auger r e a c t o r s , and 
vendors who use higher t e ipe ra tu res often use an auger reac tor 
and a ro ta ry k i ln in serie^;, thus expanding the s i ze of the 
treatment system and the complexity of the operat ion. 

Because desorption of the higher chlor inated PCB Aroclors found 
at the S i te will require operating temperatures g rea te r than 800 
°F, auger-type, i nd i r ec t fixed LTTD will not be ef fec t ive in 
removing much of the S i te contaminants. Therefore, dust loaded 
with high concentrat ions of PCBs and dioxins i s very l i k e l y to be 
a p e r s i s t e n t problem i f TD i s used at the Hamilton Indus t r ia l 
Park S i t e . Although some vendors have t r i e d to overcome th i s 
problem by r e c i r c u l a t i n g the dust co l lec ted in the cyclone 
and baghouse back in to the k i l n , i t i s l i k e l y that the growing 
proport ion of f ines ( i . e . , small p a r t i c l e s ) in the system will 
reduce i t s eff iciency. Such e igineer ing i ssues hamper the 
effect iveness of on-s i t e ther.nal treatment and h igh l igh t ' the 
c r i t i c a l importance of EPA's .^aving f a i l ed to follow i t s own 
advice and conduct a p i l o t sccle t e s t of thermal desorption 
before se lec t ing i t as the preferred remedy for the S i t e . 
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EPA Response II.B.8.: Mechanical design features and process 
operating conditions vary considerably, among the various 
types of LTTD systems. EPA believes that it is appropriate 
to determine the specific type and configuration of the 
system, based on site-specific conditions, during the 
remedial design. EPA is aware of the potential delays 
attributable to permit equivalents for on-site treatment, 
though this factor is only one potential delay among many 
stages of such a complex- remedial action. 

The PRP Group indicates that vendor availability may be 
limited. This has not been EPA's experience with LTTD. In 
contrast, EPA is aware that on-site treatment using an LTTD 
system typically requires 24 hours of operation to achieve 
maximum efficiency, and that use of daily time constraints, 
as discussed in the Short-term Effectiveness section of the 
Proposed Plan and Decision Summary of this document, would • 
reduce the effectiveness of this technology. But since any 
of the active alternatives discussed in the Proposed Plan 
would have short term impacts on the cornmunity - because of 
noise, truck traffic, etc., constraints on operation would 
be necessary regardless of which alternative were being 
implemented. At other sites, such as Industrial Latex, EPA 
has been successful in performing LTTD with limited hours 
for some aspects of the remedial action. Though the 
Industrial Latex Site is smaller, the neighborhoods have 
some similar characteristics, such as the mix of residential 
and commercial use. The primary overnight complaints at the 
Industrial Latex Site were lights and backup alarms on 
construction vehicles. 

EPA considers Industrial Latex Site a successful use of LTTD 
to treat PCB-contaminazed soil. 

EPA is well aware of tl e links between thermal treatment of 
PCBs, and potential gereration of dioxins/furans, and took 
this into consideration in selecting a remedy. 

As noted in the comment, technologies exist for managing 
particulates, though in some cases inefficiencies may be 
introduced. In EPA's experience, particulate control issues 
are manageable and methods to reduce the particulate load to 
the baghouse will be eva..uated during the remedial design 
phase. 

c.̂  Regulatory impediments t o theirmal d e s o r p t i o n 
As previously noted, EPA f a i l s to evaluate or iden t i fy a specif ic 
TD system in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study. Ins tead, the Proposed 
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Plan s t a t e s that contaminants will be "destroyed in a combustion 
chamber", and the F e a s i b i l i t y Study s t a t e s -that po t en t i a l 
off-gas treatment may include a combustion chamber or c a t a l y t i c 
oxidizer . Many types of thermal desorption systems are recognized 
as RCRA-regulated i n c i n e r a t o r s , such as systems that vaporize and 
then burn organic contaminants or operate at high temperatures or 
are equipped with af terburners (USEPA, 1997). Such systems must 
comply with the RCRA subpart 0 inc ine ra to r emission requirements 
r a the r than the RCRA subpart X requirements for thermal 
desorbers, a process which will add subs tan t ia l permit 
equivalency time and increased cost to the p ro j ec t . The RCRA 
subpart O inc ine ra to r requirements would apply to a system where 
PCBs are "destroyed in a combustion chamber." On a typical 
thermal desorption p r o j e c t , the r e q u i s i t e t e s t i n g , data ana lys i s , 
repor t ing and review by federal and s t a t e regula tory agencies can 
l a s t as long as one year. Public pressure has caused some s t a t e s 
to refuse to permit PCB inc ine ra to r s of any type. In p a r t , t h i s 
i ssue has led to the development of the i n d i r e c t - f i r e d and 
condensation type systems. Some i n d i r e c t - f i r e d systems have 
already obtained nat ional TSCA permits . However, as noted above, 
these i n d i r e c t - f i r e d systems have l e s s than one-half the 
treatment throughput assumed by EPA in the Proposed Plan. 

EPA Response II.B.9.: As indicated in EPA Response II.B.5., 
EPA believes that it ..s appropriate to determine the 
specific type and configuration of the system, based on 
site-specific conditions, during the remedial design. Any 
system operated at 0U2 of the Site, in the performance pf 
the Selected Remedy, would be required to meet the 
applicable regulatory requirements. The observation about 
the inefficiencies of t.'iroughput of indirect-fired systems 
is not supported by EPA's contacts in the vendor community 
or by EPA experience. 

I I . C. EPA Has Not Adequately Explained To The Public The Human 
Health and Environmental Pol l ition Risks Associated vith Thermal 
Desorption 
Given the unique and s i t e - s p e c i f i c r i s k s that are often-presented 
by the use of ex-s i tu thermal desorption at Superfund s i t e s , 
governmental grhups, including the EPA, FRTR, and the Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Rt^gistry (ATSDR), have repeatedly 
cautioned regarding the r i sk s posed in using t h i s technology. 
ATSDR e x p l i c i t l y cautions that more information i s needed p r i o r 
to se l ec t ing thermal desorption near r e s i d e n t i a l a r e a s : "When EPA 
i s conducting the f e a s i b i l i t y szudy, i f the s i t e i s surrounded by 
r e s iden t i a l a reas , modeling should be used to determine whether 
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thermal treatment i s a preferable technology for cleanup at that 
p a r t i c u l a r s i t e " (ATSDR, 2002). According to ATSDR, such a i r 
modeling data should be presented to the publ ic in advance and 
should include 5 years of meteorological data , topography, and 
land use c r i t e r i a so the publ ic can understand p o t e n t i a l publ ic 
exposufe. 

During the publ ic meeting held by EPA to present the Proposed 
Plan, the community expressed i t s c lear concern about po ten t i a l 
airborne and other exposures r e l a t i n g to .the S i t e remedial 
a c t i v i t i e s . However, EPA did not present any modeling data , nor 
did i t describe the r i s k s associated with thermal desorption that 
are not present in the other remedial technologies considered in 
the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study. As described e a r l i e r , publ ic 
d isc losure of and discussion regarding the unique r i s k s 
associated with thermal desorption should occur p r i o r to remedy 
se lec t ion so that there can be informed publ ic discourse on t h i s 
i s sue . At s i t e s where such disclosure and discussion has not 
occurred, publ ic opposition has understandably grownas more 
information regarding the thermal remedy has become ^available, 
and t h i s , in turn, has led to cos t ly delays and a f t e r - t he - f ac t 
remedy modifications. 

EPA Response II.C.l.: SPA has determined that LTTD is an 
appropriate technology for 0U2 at the Site. While air 
modeling might be appropriate, depending on the 
circumstances, in a fecsibility study of incineration, it is 
not required when study .ng feasibility of a proven 
technology such as LTTD. ' • 

EPA notes that while sevĉ ral residents asked questions about 
the dust generated by opnrations at 0U2, and in particular 
how EPA would contain any soil or dust that might become 
airborne during remedial activities, the comments on 
exposure ĉ entered on historic impacts upon area residents. 
The Short-Term Effectiveness section of the Proposed Plan 
and the Decision Summary of this document describe the risks 
that the remedial alternalives pose to workers, the 
community,-and the envirorment during implementation of the 
remedial action, and addre ss these concerns by explaining 
that mitigation measures will be utilized, such as 
engineering controls, personal protective equipment and safe 
work practices. 

In contrast,"' the overwhelming focus of comments relating to 
the Preferred Remedy centered on the remedial action 
objectives and the extent o! contamination. Many comments 
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probed why EPA was cleaning up to a commercial standard, as 
opposed to a residential standard. EPA thinks that the 
Preferred Remedy, which calls for treatment of principal 
threat materials and off-site disposal where treatment would 
not be suitable, addresses the concerns of the community far 
more adequately that the PRP Group's preferred remedy. A 
copy of the public meeting transcript is attached in 
Attachment C of Appendix V. . 

The following summarizes the po ten t i a l heal th and environmental 
r i s k s presented by using thermal desorption at t h i s S i t e . 

1. Creation of dioxins and furans p resen t s s i gn i f i c an t r i s k 
Unlike any of the other remedial technologies considered by EPA 
in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study, thermal desorption presen ts an 
e n t i r e l y new set of r i s k s not only to the workers, but to the 
surrounding community, through creat ion of new toxins and other , 
po l lu tan t emissions associated with increased energy usage. For 
example, the ATSDR notes that thermal desorption uni t s can emit 
polychlor inated dibenzo dioxins (dioxins or PCDDs) and 
polychlor inated dibenzo furans (furans or PCDFs) in the stack 
emissions of PCB and RCRA thermal desorption f a c i l i t i e s and 
inc ine ra to r s (ATSDR, 2002). 

The r i sk of creat ion and re lease of these dioxins and furans i s 
grea tes t when the gas temper Jture or downstream surfaces are in 
the range of 400-650 °F. The existence of chlor inated organics in 
so i l also increases the r i sks for dioxins and furans to ex is t 
(ITRC, 1998). Both of these circumstances are ce r ta in to ex is t at 
t h i s S i te i f TD i s implementeiL Chlorinated dioxins and furans 
are formed when PCBs and .par t Jcula tes are maintained in the 
400 °F-650 °F temperature range, which typ ica l ly occurs (a) when 
thermal treatment uni ts t r ea t ing s o i l s have a bag house a f t e r the 
primary or desorption chamber er (b) when heat t rans fe r surfaces 
(such as b o i l e r s or heat exchai gers) are p resen t , thus allowing 
the deposit ion of p a r t i c u l a t e s on surfaces where cooling can 
occur. In addi t ion , dioxins anc furans already present in s i t e 
s o i l s will l i k e l y be concentrated in the dust emitted from the 
TD uni t , fur ther complicating tee off-gas control i s sues . 

While there i s much debate in the s c i e n t i f i c community regarding 
the t ox i c i t y and carcinogenici ty of chlor inated dioxins and 
furans, the po t en t i a l re lease of these compounds during treatment 
has caused s ign i f ican t concerns iind delays at other CERCLA s i t e s . 
Even where laboratory s tudies hax'e shown successful desorption of 
various compounds, actual f i e l d appl ica t ions have presented 
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s ign i f i can t engineering d i f f i c u l t i e s , leading to creat ion of 
addi t ional r i s k . For example, at the Navy's.Public Works Center 
in Guam, much of the PCB contamination was t ransfer red during 
thermal treatment from the bulk so i l to the f ine p a r t i c u l a t e s 
(dust) co l lec ted in the a i r po l lu t ion control t r a in (NFESC, 
1998). Treatment of 'a feed so i l containing an average 1,360 ppm 
of PCBs resu l t ed in dust contaminated with as much as 109,331 
mg/kg of PCBs in the cyclone and baghouse, and almost one th i rd 
of the feed so i l mass was col lec ted as "dust". Equally important, 
elevated concentrat ions of dioxins were discovered in the dust. 
Although t race amounts of dioxins already present in the so i l 
could account for some of the recovered dioxin mass, uncer ta inty 
was created by the fact that 25% of the i n i t i a l PCB mass was 
unaccounted for during the treatment. The disposal of t h i s much 
dust would be a challenge, and, in some cases , might r e s u l t in a 
waste stream with underlying hazardous cons t i tuen t s ( e . g . , 
dioxin) at l eve l s p roh ib i t ing land disposal under RCRA. 

ATSDR s t a t e s that "[a]n important key to prevent ing publ ic 
exposure to hazardous emissions i s to have a well-operated 
thermal treatment f a c i l i t y " (ATSDR, 2002). To accomplish t h i s , 
the agency recommends main-caining s t ab le operat ing condit ions to 
minimize emissions. However, by cycling the thermal desorption 
unit in order to operate i t only 8-10 hours per day, EPA cannot 
maintain the -type of s tab le operating condit ions necessary to 
meet ATSDR's objec t ives , and thus presen ts the nearby community 
with increased r i sk of short-term emissions exposure. 

EPA Response II.C.2.: EPi. is well aware of the links between 
dioxins, PCBs, and thermc.l treatment, and took this into 
consideration in its selection of a remedy. Disposal 
options for potential was :e streams that would be generated 
as a result of the implem:^ntation of the Selected Remedy, 
such as dust containing PCBs and/or dioxin, will be 
evaluated during the remeoial design phase. EPA is 
confident that it can identify appropriate off-site disposal 
facilities. 

EPA is also aware that limiting operating hours to 8-10 
hours a day will introduce inefficiencies into its 
operations. = As noted in EFA's Response II.B.8, EPA has 
successfully performed LTTD at other sites with limited 
hours of operation. Select.ion of appropriate technology to 
control and minimize operat.i.ons will be addressed in the 
design phase, as would be true for any of the active 
remedial alternatives evaluated in the FS. EPA weighed all 
these factors in its remedial decision making and concluded 
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that the Selected Remedy presented the best balance of 
advantages and drawbacks. 

2. Thermal technology c rea tes addi t iona l tforker and o f f - s i t e 
hazards. 
The FRTR has i den t i f i ed several s i gn i f i can t , unique hazards 
associated with thermal desorption, p a r t i c u l a r l y for on-s i t e 
workers and nearby res iden ts and businesses , including "elevated 
noise l eve l s in the work area due to the operation of a i r 
blowers, pumps, and the ign i t ion of fuels a tha t ] may i n t e r f e r e 
with safe and effect ive communications." Other po t en t i a l physical 
and chemical hazards unique to thermal desorption include 
poss ib le f i r e or explosion, e lec t rocut ion , thermal burns, 
infrared rad ia t ion hazards, and exposure to airborne toxins from 
incomplete combustion or energy use \ 
^ See ht tp: / /www.fr t r .gov/matr ix2/ heal th_safety/chapter_23.html. 

ATSDR a r t i c u l a t e s s imi lar concerns for both worker and o f f - s i t e 
exposure. Spec i f ica l ly , i f the technology does not e f fec t ive ly 
decontaminate the so l id waste on the f i r s t pass through the un i t , 
worker exposure to'contaminants could be increased. This would 
espec ia l ly apply i f workers handle the p a r t i a l l y t rea ted waste as 
i f i t were clean p r i o r to receiving the waste ana lys i s . 
Addit ional ly, the reprocessing and addi t ional handling of 
p a r t i a l l y tre-ated so l id wastes can a lso increase o f f - s i t e 
exposure due to the g r e a t e r ' p o t e n t i a l for fug i t ive emissions 
(ATSDR, 2002); As discussed cbojve, operating an exsi tu thermal 
desorption sys-tem on a cycl ic bas is for 8-10 hours per day where 
the temperature and so i l cons : i tuents have not been appropriate ly 
character ized will present an almost ce r ta in need for 
re- t reatment and thus t r igge r the r i sk s flagged by ATSDR. 

VOC-handling a lso presen ts sig..iificant concerns with LTTD. ATSDR 
warns that VOCs~-may be emitted as fugi t ive emissions and cause 
acute heal th problems for people o f f - s i t e , and that explosions 
can occur when VOCs are t rea ted (ATSDR, 2002). 

EPA Response II,C.3.: Plea£.e refer to EPA's Responses II,B,8 
and II.C.1,"regarding air emissions, noise, and odor 
problems. As with any active remedial alternative, the 
Selected Remedy poses a ris.c of short-term impacts on 
workers and the surrounding community. EPA has analyzed 
these risks in the Proposed Plan, and in the Comparative 
Analysis section of this dec:ision document, has discussed 
the need to use engineering controls, personal protective 
equipment and safe work practices in implementing any of the 
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active remedial alternatives. Accordingly, the LTTD system 
will be equipped with proven engineering controls that have 
been shown to be capable of addressing potential odor and 
dust problems, and noise concerns. Proven measures will be 
implemented during the performance of the remedial action to 
control and monitor air emissions, and trucking routes that 
present the least disruption to the surrounding community 
will be utilized. 

3. Signif icant noise and odor problems are presented by thermal 
desorption. 
EPA guidance recognizes that ex-s i tu thermal desorption "has the 
po ten t i a l for generation of nuisance odors and dust , as well as 
other more serious, emissions r e su l t i ng from on-s i t e excavation. " 
(USEPA, 1997). This problem i s exacerbated at t h i s S i t e due to 
the need for t o t a l excavation, screening and handling of more 
than 100,000 cubic"yards of s i gn i f i can t ly contaminated media. 
This cautionary guidance i s supported by experiences such as that 
at the Universal Oil Products Superfund S i t e in New Jersey 
(EPA/ESD/R02- 99/122 1999) where a Record of Decision was signed 
in 1993 for thermal treatment of PCB contaminated s o i l . In 1997, 
the thermal treatment operation had to be dismantled because 
cleanup goals could not be met e f f i c i e n t l y due to operational 
problems and because workers from an adjacent s i t e complained 
about odors from the thermal operat ion. 

In addi t ion, most thermal descrption systems produce high decibel 
noise l e v e l s , r e s u l t i n g in excessive noise in the surrounding 
community. According to the 2001 Technology Safety Data Sheet: 
Thermal Desorption prepared by the National Environmental 
Education and Training Center, I n c . , " [ i ] n s t a l l a t i o n of gas 
treatment and dryer equipment presen ts the following hazards: 
Noise exposure can occur during the setup and prepara t ion of the 
dryer k i ln and for work necessary to connect equipment for system 
operat ion" (NEETC, 2001). Addit ional ly, "[e]xcavation of 
contaminated s o i l s and prescreening a c t i v i t i e s p r i o r to 
int roduct ion into thermal desorption system presen t s the 
following hazards: Noise l eve l s could approach and exceed 
acceptable l i m i t s to workers espec ia l ly around so i l screen 
machine and heavy'moving equipment. " For example, at the 
McClellan AFB, Sacramento, Cal i fornia , thermal desorp t ioh- re la ted 
a c t i v i t i e s exhibi ted or generated elevated noise l e v e l s , with the 
highest recorded peak reading at -0 dBA. By way of comparison, 
the South P l a i n f i e l d ' s Noise Ordinance6 provides that no 
person shal l cause, suffer , allow or permit sound from any 
i n d u s t r i a l , commercial operation cr r e s i d e n t i a l proper ty which 
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when measured at any r e s iden t i a l proper ty l i n e i s in excess of 
any of continuous airborne sound which has a l eve l in excess of 
s ix ty - f ive (65) dBA from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m and continuous 
airborne sound which has a sound level in excess of f i f t y (50) 
dBA from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

. ^ See h t tp : / /www.nonoise .org / lawl ib /c i t ies /n j / s_pla inf ie ld .h tm 

EPA Response II.C.4.: Please refer to EPA's Responses II.B.8 
and II.C.l, regarding air emissions, noise, and odor 
problems. 

The problems that the commentors identify would arise to a 
certain extent during the implementation of any active 
remedial alternative, including the PRP Group's preferred 
remedy. EPA is aware of NJDEP's experience at the Universal 
Oil Products Site, and expects that the lessons of that site 
will be applied during remedial design for the 0U2 remedy 
for soils so as to avoid the disruptions caused by odor 
problems. Moreover, EPA weighed all these factors in its 
remedial decision making and concluded that the Selected 
Remedy presented the best balance of advantages and 
drawbacks. 

4. Additional po l lu t ion from f.ncreased energy consumption. 
EPA s t a t ed the-̂  following in.i'c.s responses to comments on the 
Proposed National Contingency Plan (FR 8720) : 

One commenter s t ressed that the impact of the remedial actio:} on 
natural resources must be assessed under t h i s c r i t e r i o n ...EPA 
agrees that the impact of the remedial act ion must be assessed 
and c a l l s for t h i s analys is under the short- term effect iveness 
c r i t e r i o n . 

Implementing LTTD will require the use of s ign i f i can t amounts of 
fos s i l fue ls . For_ example, ihe FilTR "Cost and Performance Report 
- Thermal Desorption at the Induc-trial Latex Superfund S i t e , 
Wallington, New Jersey" repor t s a: 40 mil l ion BTU per hour 
ind i rec t heat ing r a t e during treatment of PCBs and VOCs in s o i l s . 
Scaling to the 80,250 tons to be r rea ted at t h i s S i t e a t a 20 ton 
per hour production r a t e and allo- ' ing two hours per day for 
pre-hea t ing would lead to approxir, a t e ly 5,000 hours of heat ing 
(see Appendix B). (Converting from BTUs to natural gas leads to an 
estimate of 197 mil l ion cubic feet of natural gas to be burned to 
generate the heat needed for thermal desorption. Combusting th i s 
quant i ty of natural gas will cause a loca l ized re lease of 
greenhouse gases, p a r t i c u l a t e s and other airborne p o l l u t a n t s to 
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which the local r e s iden t s would not otherwise be exposed. 

EPA Response II.C.5.: The Short-term Effectiveness section 
of the Proposed Plan and the Decision Summary of this 
document state that LTTD would result in relatively higher 
air emissions than the other alternatives. These emissions 
will be minimized through the implementation of engineering 
controls. Greenhouse gas emissions are generally not 
considered to contribute to local health effects. The types 
of emissions attributable to an LTTD unit, such as the unit 
operated at the Industrial Latex site, are managed through a 
permit equivalency (in that case, with NJDEP) that takes 
into account local air quality considerations and time of 
operation, among other factors, in determining acceptable 
discharge parameters. 

5. Other R i sks 
The Proposed Plan assumes that the Preferred Al te rna t ive will 
require o f f - s i t e t ranspor ta t ion of 53,500 cubic yards of 
contaminated so i l not t rea ted with TD. At 1.5 tons pe r cubic 
yard, and 20 tons per t ruck-load, t h i s would equate to more than 
8,000 t r i p s through the local community by la rge dump trucks. The 
need to t ransport clean backf i l l to the S i t e would add more than 
another 10,000 dump truck t r i f s through the community. Given t h i s 
level of t ranspor ta t ion activir .y, the po t en t i a l r i s k s to the 
community associated with increased truck t r a f f i c must be 
afforded far grea ter consideration in the remedy se lec t ion . This 
i s espec ia l ly t rue in l i gh t of 'the surrounding neighborhood's 
s e n s i t i v i t y to t r a f f i c concerns,- which was expressed during l̂ihe 
Borough of South P l a i n f i e l d ' s p i b l i c meetings held to discuss 
S i te redevelopment. Moreover, th? po t en t i a l for truck accidents 
and ensuing re leases of.contaminited mater ia l s i s not merely 
theore t ica l as was evidenced by c.=n accident involving a truck 
loaded with so i l from the Tier II Removal Action while in route 
to the disposal f a c i l i t y . The consequences of such an accident 
and ensuing re lease become even more ser ious should tanker trucks 
containing concentrated PCB l iqu id res idua l s from the thermal 
desorption process be involved. 

Notwithstanding the heal th and environmental r i s k s uniquely 
associated with thei:mal desorption, EPA a s s e r t s that thermal 
desorption provides for grea ter loig-term r i sk reduction in 
comparison with the other technolocies evaluated. This asser t ion 
i s d i r e c t l y contradicted by EPA's remedy se lec t ion for other PCB 
s i t e s where EPA has re jec ted thermal desorption in favor of other 
approaches. These s i t e s include the Sc ien t i f i c Chemical 
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Processing s i t e in Car l s tad t , New Jersey where EPA Region I I 
concluded that the so l id i f i ca t ion-based remedy would be effect ive 
in the long-term, as i t would reduce p o t e n t i a l r i s k s due to 
ingest ion and dermal contact pathways and minimize any po ten t i a l 
for contamination impacting groundwater. S imi lar ly , a t the York 
Oil , Co. Superfund S i t e in Moira NY, EPA Region I I determined 
t h a t : "Over the long-term, the on-s i te treatment options 
[including s o l i d i f i c a t i o n and thermal treatment, among others] 
provide e s s e n t i a l l y equivalent pro tec t ion to the loca l 
community". I t i s noteworthy that s o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n 
and on-s i t e disposal under an a l t e r n a t i v e cap of 35,700 tons of 
s o i l s and sediments impacted by PCBs, VOCs, o i l and metals were 
successful ly implemented at the York Oil S i t e , r a the r than the 
contingent remedial a l t e r n a t i v e of LTTD. 

EPA Response II.C.6.: All of the remedial alternatives would 
give rise to concerns with transportation of waste material 
off-site that would need to be resolved in remedial design. 
EPA does not agree with the PRP Group's method for 
determining the number of truck trips required, but using' 
their method, which assumes that every truck trip is 
actually two trips, arriving and departing, even the PRP's 
Group's preferred remedy would require over 2,700 truck 
trips to handle the capacitor disposal area and the over
size debris. To address the potential impact on the 
adjacent residential commu.̂ ity, during remedial design 
transportation routes and nethods, including the use of 
rail, will be evaluated, and measures will be implemented to 
minimize any such impact. >. 

As stated in EPA's Response II.B.3, EPA has successfully 
implemented LTTD technology at Superfund sites across the 
nation. Thus> while there are sites where LTTD evidently 
was not the selected remedy, based on the conditions at 
those sites, there are others where it was found to be 
protective and effective over the long term. Similarly, 
EPA's selection of LTTD for 0'J2 was based on site-specific 
conditions, fully explained in the Proposed Plan and the 
Decision Summary of this docunent. 

I I .D. EPA's Proposed Plan Very Seriously Underestimates Both the 
Cost and Remediation Time Frame Associated vith Using LTTD 

1. EPA's uni t cos t s for LTTD are .severely underestimated. 
Information provided with the 0U2 F o a s i b i l i t y Study ind ica tes 
that the EPA assumed that the LTTD component•of the remedy would 
cost approximately $101 per ton (or approximately $151 per ton i f 
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a 50% mark-up for indirect costs and contingency i s included -
"fully loaded ra te") . Information available- from the FRTR and EPA 
clearly indicates the experience in using TD for PCBs at CERCLA 
si tes yields actual treatment costs that are much higher than the 
estimated costs presented in the 0U2 Feasibili ty Study and 
Proposed Plan. 

For example, TD was utilized most recently at the Industrial 
Latex Site in Wallington, NJ where 53,685 cubic yards were 
treated for $15,700,000, or $292 per cubic yard (assuming 1.5 
tons per yard, this equates to $195 per ton as a fully loaded 
ra te) . Similarly, TD treatment costs for the Outboard Marine 
Corporation Superfund Site were $3,370,,000 for 12,755 tons, or 
$265 per ton. I t i s noteworthy that vendor estimates for the 
Outboard Marine Site project ranged from $700,000 to $1,500,000 
(which means that actual costs were more than double the 
estimated remedial costs). 

At one of the more independently documented field projects. 
Navy's PWC Guam, the cost of thermally treating 7,700 tons of 
PCB-contaminated soil was estimated at $360/ton (NFESC, 1998). 
Finally, at the Wide Beach Superfund Site, the fully loaded cost 
for TD of soils containing up to 5,000 ppm PCBs was completed at 
a cost of $379 per ton. Costs for TD treatment of PCB 
contaminated soils obtained from EPA's Remediation Technology 
Cost Compendium •:- Year 2000 range from $162 to $548 per ton 
treated, including capital and operation and maintenance costs 
(USEPA, 2001). , . 

Further understating EPA's estimate of LTTD costs was i t s 
decision to use a per ton estimate that did not include system 
set-up/tr ial burn, or system optimization. Nor did EPA attempt to 
incorporate i t s experience that T.? costs associated with 
processing PCBs ate significantly higher than costs of processing 
other contaminants. In fact, EPA leports, but does not take into 
account in i t s TD cost estimates for the Site, that s i tes where 
PCBs were present in the contaminated soil generally exhibited 
higher unit costs than projects where PCBs were not present. 
Further review indicates that, the types of emissions controls 
used for projects where PCBs are present differ substantially 
from those used for-projects where PCBs are not present. The need 
for more protective emission controls i s , of course, not 
surprising given the risk factors a.lready discussed. For example, 
most of the projects where PCB contaminated soil was treated 
required the use of complex emissions control systems. Therefore, 
i t was determined that projects involving PCB contaminated soil 
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did not involve technologies having c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s s imi la r to 
those p ro jec t s that did not involve PCBs, and that the costs for 
these two types of p ro jec t s should be analyzed separa te ly . 

A fur ther subs tan t ia l impact on cost i s the proposed operating 
approach of 8 to 10 hours per day of treatment. This approach i s 
inherent ly ine f f i c i en t for a process such as LTTD that works best 
as a continuous process . Such ine f f i c ienc ies s ign i f i can t ly 
increase contractor c o s t s , and these increases are not re f lec ted 
in EPA's unit cos t s . 

EPA Response II.D.l: As indicated in the comment, costs for 
operating LTTD systems vary based on site-specific 
conditions. The cost estimates for operation of LTTD at 0U2 
of the CDE Site are based on the anticipated operational 
parameters of the LTTD system. Contrary to the commentors' 
statement, those include the need to address the presence of 
PCBs in the contaminated soils, and the inefficiencies 
inherent in limited hours of operation. The unit costs 
developed for use in the 0U2 FS for LTTD are in line with 
the Industrial Latex Site and current vendor information. 

The cost estimates in the 0U2 FS do not contain specific 
line,items for emission control systems, the off-site 
management of the condensed PCB liquids and other 'items that 
are specific to the selected LTTD system. Because of the 
variability of costs, basec on the design and operation, the 
cost estimates of operatinc the LTTD system are consolidated 
into a single rate, for a broad range of operational item.s. 
EPA notes that the PRP Groui-''s cost estimate for its Section 
III preferred remedy makes the similar unit cost 
assumptions. 

2. The 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study and the Proposed Plan do not 
account for several othezr c r i t i c a l cost d r i v e r s . 
Other costs would be incu'fred during a TD remedy that must be 
considered to proper ly evaluate the l i k e l y cost-of t h i s 
a l t e r n a t i v e . These include: 

a) Costs associa ted with o f f - s i t e inc inera t ion of condensed PCBs 
and/or spent carbon from a i r po l lu t ion control equipment are not 
accounted for in the- 0U2 Feasibil i t-y Study or the Proposed Plan. 
Approximately 50,000 gallons of PCB o i l were condensed during the 
Outboard Marine Superfund S i te p ro jec t . Implementation of thermal 
treatment with a condensation-based a i r po l lu t ion control 
technology could produc'e from- up to 125,000 gal lons of PCB oi l 
(assuming 80,250 tons of so i l are t r ea ted at an average 
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contaminant load of 10,000 ppm PCBs), or up to 28 tanker trucks 
(4,500 gallon capacity each), that would have to be transported 
for o f f - s i t e inc ine ra t ion . Similar ly , thousands of pounds of 
ac t iva ted carbon used for vapor-phase po l i sh ing would a lso have 
to be t ransported and inc inera ted o f f - s i t e . 

b) Air monitoring, repor t ing and publ ic coordination costs are 
not e x p l i c i t l y i den t i f i ed in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study or the 
Proposed Plan. While LTTD has previously been conducted near 
r e s iden t i a l a reas , p r i o r experience at other Region I I s i t e s 
(such as the Fulton Terminals S i t e in Fulton, NY, where LTTD was 
conducted on a small s i t e within the town) suggests that 
extensive monitoring and publ ic communication i s needed during 
remedy implementation. Fai lure to adequately address publ ic 
concerns can lead to s ign i f ican t pro jec t delays and adversely 
affect p ro jec t cos t s . 

c) As previously noted, most thermal treatment vendors' cost 
proposals assume e f f ic ien t operation of t h e i r equipment in order 
to minimize time on s i t e . EPA's assumed operat ions of only 8 to 
10 hours per day will r e su l t in s ign i f ican t cost increases . 

In addi t ion , a review of NPL s i t e remedial act ion case s tudies 
indicated that implementation of TD at other PCB s i t e s has 
demonstrated that t h i s technology i s not always cos t - e f f ec t ive , 
and i t has had to be replaced by more ef fec t ive a l t e r n a t i v e s . 

EPA Response II.D.2.: As stated in the Proposed Plan, cost 
estimates are expected to be accurate within a range of"+50 
to -30 percent. Until the configuration of an LTTD system 
is developed in the remedial design phase, the costs 
identified in the Proposed Plan and ROD are estimates based 
upon the information available during the development of the 
FS. This is true for all the alternatives evaluated in the 
FS. The cost estimates in the FS do not contain specific 
line items for emission control systems, the off-site 
management of the condensed PCB liquids and other items that 
are specific to the selected LTTD system. Because' of the 
variability of costs, based on tihe design and operation, the 
cost estimates of operating the LTTD system are consolidated 
into a single rate for a broad range of operational items. 

3. More r e a l i s t i c ca lcu la t ion of cos t s . 
As indica ted above, the Proposed P lan ' s estimated unit costs for 
LTTD of $101 per ton i s s i gn i f i can t ly l e s s than the documented 
experience at other PCB s i t e s . Cost data from other p ro jec t s 
ind ica te that thermal treatment of PCB s o i l s could cost up to 
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$500 per ton, an approximate 400% increase over the $101 per ton 
used in EPA's cost est imate. In addi t ion , i t . i s qu i te l i k e l y that 
the time to complete the thermal treatment will be much longer^ 
than- the 2-3 year time l i n e projec ted in the Proposed Plan. Even 
i f a treatment system could operate at EPA's assumed throughput, 
j u s t the thermal treatment of the s o i l s would take 3 years . 
However, as discussed above, the TD that could be conceivably be 
operated under the Proposed P lan ' s cons t ra in t s have only one-half 
the throughput assumed by EPA. Moreover, EPA's pro jec t time l i n e 
does not include the design, construct ion, t e s t i n g and permi t t ing 
s teps in the process . R e a l i s t i c a l l y accounting for (1) the l i k e l y 
duration of these essen t ia l process s t eps , and (2) the throughput 
l imi t a t ions discussed above r e s u l t s in a pro jec t schedule that 
could eas i ly exceed ten years . The longer duration of design, 
t e s t ing and implementation, of course, increases the 
t ransact ional cos t s , including overs ight , which are also not 
accounted for by EPA. In 1997, EPA predic ted that costs for 
thermal processing would run up to $380 per ton for PCB -
contaminated so i l (USEPA, 1997a). Adjusting the cost estimate for 
the Preferred Al ternat ive using EPA's $379 per ton cost (a unit 
cost a lso demonstrated at the Wide Beach S i t e by actual 
experience) and a time frame of 3 years of operat ion, the Total 
Present Worth Project Cost for t h i s remedy i s $86.8 mi l l ion , 
almost $25 mil l ion more than $62 mil l ion est imate for EPA's 
Preferred Alternative ' ' (see cost estimate d e t a i l s provided in 
Appendix A). Costs would increase even fur ther i f other 
appropriate S i te spec i f ic contingencies were incorporated in the 
cost es t imates . 

Since the S i t e - spec i f i c data reveals that TD will inev i tab ly have 
a higher unit cost then that estimated in the Proposed Plan and 
may well require addi t ional management of treatment r e s idua l s , we 
estimate that the Total Present Worth Project Cost using TD would 
almost ce r t a in ly end up costing a t l e a s t $87 mi l l ion . 

[PRP Group footnote] 
^ I t should be noted that the present worth costs are based on a 
discount fac tor of 1% consis tent with the cost est imates 
presented in EPA's F e a s i b i l i t y Study. Using the discount r a t e 
specif ied in February 2004 by the 0MB for federal p ro j ec t s longer 
than 30 years of 3.5% would r e su l t in lower estimated present 
worth cos t s . 

EPA Response II.D.3.: Please refer to EPA Response II.D.l. 
and II.D.2 for a discussion of EPA's cost estimating with 
respect to the Selected Remedy and other active 
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alternatives. 

The discount rate of 1 percent was applied for each of the 
alternatives evaluated. Therefore, any change in present 
worth costs would apply for each of the alternatives. In 
addition, as stated in the comment, the discount factor is 
not applied to short-term projects. Therefore, a discount 
rate is only applied to the operation and maintenance costs 
and not the excavation and LTTD operations. 

4. Schedule problems posed by operat ing the thermal desoirption 
un i t for only 8 - 1 0 hours pe r day. 
As shown on 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study tab le B-5, EPA assumes that 
ac t ive LTTD operations would be l imi ted to only 8 to 10 hours a 
day, with a throughput of 20 tons per hour. Assuming 8 hours per 
day of treatment, and 2 hours per day of p re -hea t ing and shut 
down, t h i s approach equates to 2.8 years of treatment time -
assuming no s ign i f ican t downtime or re- t reatment volumes. As 
discussed above, no such treatment system appears to ex is t which 
could s a t i s fy these operating parameters (both with respect to 
throughput and operational approach). For example, f u l l - s c a l e TD 
treatment of 12,700 tons of s o i l s and sediment at the Outboard 
Marine S i te was completed at an average of 8.31 tons per hour. 
This p roduc t iv i ty would equate to 6.7 years for the TD treatment 
port ion of the work at the Hamilton Indus t r i a l Park, assuming, as 
EPA does in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study, that treatment i s 
conducted 10 hours/day, 5 days/week, 36 weeks/year. While EPA 
does not iden t i fy which commercially ava i lab le thermal desorption 
process was used in evaluating a l t e r n a t i v e s for the 0U2 
F e a s i b i l i t y Study, i t i s c lear that the spec i f ic process used 
will dramatical ly affect the duration of the remedy and the 
r e su l t an t impacts on the local community. 

EPA Response II,D.4,: Throughput and residence times of LTTD 
systems vary depending on site-specific conditions. In 
evaluating the remedial alternatives, EPA took into 
consideration the concerns of the community regarding the 
estimated construction time frames and daily operational 
periods. EPA has not limited the operational period of an 
LTTD to 8 to 10 hours per day. 

In the Proposed,Plan, EPA estimated that the selected soil 
remedy could be performed in 2 to 3 years. As indicated in 
the Short-term Effectiveness section of the Proposed Plan, 
• the time frames discussed therein included the time to 
construct each alternative, but not the time required for 
remedial design, administrative activities, or enforcement-
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derived delays. Therefore, the time frame identified in the 
Proposed Plan is consistent with the PRP's calculation of 
2.8 years identified in the comment. 

Time considerations unrelated to the specific remedial 
technologies evaluated in the FS and Proposed Plan vary from 
alternative to alternative, but tend to have more 
commonalities than differences. Even the remedial 
alternatives with the shortest implementation time frames 
are expected to require several years of preparation time 
prior to implementation, and as with the Selected Remedy, 
those times were not included in the estimated construction 
time frame. EPA expects that any of the remedial 
alternatives could be implemented in a phased manner that 
would allow for the initiation of the Borough's 
redevelopment plan concurrent with implementation, including 
the Selected Remedy. 

I I I . Al te rna t ive Remedial Approaches for 0U2 

I I I .A . Al te rna t ive Remedy Overviev 

Because of the s ign i f ican t concerns i d e n t i f i e d with EPA's 
Proposed Plan for on- s i t e s o i l s , p a r t i c u l a r l y the recommended use 
of thermal desorption, i t i s important to consider whether there 
are any a l t e r n a t i v e remedial act ions that would b e t t e r s a t i s fy 
EPA's remedy se lec t ion c r i t e r i a . A careful review ind ica tes that 
there are a l t e r n a t i v e remedial Actions for 0U2 that do not 
present the kinds of technical problems associa ted with therjn^l 
desorption at the S i t e , but will s t i l l be p ro t ec t i ve of human 
health and the environment; will comply with ARARs; will comport 
with EPA's guidance on properly addressing p r inc ipa l threat 
ma te r i a l ; will be superior in terms of e f fec t iveness , 
implementabili ty and cost and can be more r ead i ly in tegra ted in a 
timely manner with the planned redevelopment of the S i t e . 

In addit ion to the remedial a l t e r n a t i v e discussed in the HIPG's 
July 16, 2003 l e t t e r to the National Remedy Review Board ("NRRB"̂ ; 
see discussion presented in Section IV), there i s another 
promising a l t e r n a t i v e remedial act ion which EPA found to be 
p ro tec t ive of heal th and the environment in i t s 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y 
Study. That a l t e r n a t e remedy includes the following elements: 

Targeted excavation and o f f - s i t e disposal of p r inc ipa l 
threat material within the capaci tor disposal area , which 
cons t i tu t e s the primary source of p r inc ipa l threa t material 
(both in terms of PCBs and VOCs) . 
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Separation of debris from those s o i l s in other areas of the 
S i te having contaminant concentrat ions cons t i t u t i ng 
p r inc ipa l t h r e a t s . Soi ls generated from the debris 
separation process will be placed back in the treatment 
area, and the separated debris will be segregated and 
disposed of o f f - s i t e . 

Treatment by means of i n - s i t u s o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n 
(S/S) of s o i l s having contaminant concentrat ions 
cons t i tu t ing p r inc ipa l t h rea t s . In areas where p r inc ipa l 
threa t l eve l s are l imi ted to the shallow s o i l s or cannot 
otherwise be t rea ted i n - s i t u ( e . g . , f loodplain s o i l s ) , these 
surface s o i l s will be consolidated on - s i t e i n to the l a rge r 
area(_s) which are subject to treatment. In addi t ion , s o i l s 
in designated clean u t i l i t y corr idors for purposes of S i te 
redevelopment will be removed and consolidated p r i o r to 
treatment. 

Redevelopment capping for a l l other s o i l s using the 
hardscape and so i l (vegetative) cover to be i n s t a l l e d as 
pa r t of the S i te redevelopment. 

This remedial a l t e r n a t i v e offers the following d i s t i n c t b e n e f i t s : 

Targeted excavation of the capaci tor disposal area addresses 
the primary p r inc ipa l threat mater ial thereby removing a 
po t en t i a l source of ground water contamination. 

S o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n following excavation of the 
capaci tor disposal area will address the primary r i sk 
pathways of concern. 

On-site containment of the remaining s o i l s will avoid the 
po t en t i a l r i s k s and cost increases r e s u l t i n g from more 
i n t ru s ive excavation and treatment a l t e r n a t i v e s . 

EPA Response III.A.l.: The proposed alternative presented by 
the PRP Group as its preferred remedy is similar in 
description to Alternative S-4, which was evaluated in the 
FS and presented in the Proposed Plan and Record of 
Decision, The Summary of the Preferred Alternative Section 
describes the justification for not selecting Alternative 
S-4 as the final remedy. 

The primary difference between the PRP Group's preferred 
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remedy and Alternative S-4 is the elimination of Soil Vapor 
Extraction (SVE) to address VOCs, which was a substantial 
element of Alternative S-4. The PRP Group has also 
concluded (incorrectly, in EPA's judgement) that by 
addressing the capacitor disposal area it will have 
addressed most of the principal threats. Most of the 
uncertainties identified by EPA with regard to Alternative 
S-4, which led EPA to conclude that it did not present the 
best balance of advantages and disadvantages, apply with 

• equal force to the PRP Group's preferred remedy. 

The PRP Group's proposal suggests circumstances in which 
reconsolidation of residual contamination on the Site might 
occur. EPA has not made any determinations in discussion of 
the Selected Remedy regarding whether or not reconsolidation 
may be. appropriate. This will be assessed in-remedial 
design and evaluated for consistency with the redevelopment 
plans for 0U2, 

With regard to "redevelopment capping", EPA has indicated 
throughout the remedial planning process that a well 
engineered redevelopment plan incorporating appropriate 
design elements into the base plan and could be sufficiently 
protective to be used in place of a multi-layer cap. 
However, a soil vegetative cover alone may not be adequate 
protection for much of 0U2. 

I I I . B . S o l i d i f i c a t i o n / S t a b i l i z a t i o n Overviev 

As documented in EPA's September 2000 publ ica t ion e n t i t l e d ' ' 
So l id i f i c a t i on /S t ab i l i z a t i on Use at Superfund S i tes (USEPA, 
2000), S/S i s a widely accepted and applied treatment for a 
broad range of hazardous wastes. S/S i s one of the top f ive 
source control treatment technologies used at Superfund remedial 
s i t e s , having been used at more than 160 s i t e s s ince 1982. These, 
p ro jec t s have u t i l i z e d S/S to t r e a t s o i l s containing diverse 
contaminant mixtures, including VOCs, SVOCs, meta ls , PCBs, 
p e s t i c i d e s and/or radionucl ides . 

In applying S/S to s i t e s with inorganic and organic contaminants, 
i t i s recognized that various mechanisms can be t a i l o r e d to 
immobilize hazardous cons t i tuen t s . "So l id i f i ca t ion" r e fe r s to 
changes in the physical p roper t i e s of a waste, which usually 
include an increase of compressive s t reng th , a decrease of 
permeabi l i ty , and the encapsulation of hazardous cons t i tuen t s . 
"S tab i l i za t ion" (also refer red to as f ixat ion) typ ica l ly u t i l i z e s 
a chemical react ion to convert the hazardous cons t i tuen ts in a 

Page 78 

500213 



waste to a l e s s mobile form. Different types of addi t ives can be 
used to address contaminants such as PCBs, VOCs, and metals . For 
example, 'cement-based S/S reagents have been successful ly 
modified by adding adsorptive mater ia l s ( e . g . , granular ac t iva ted 
carbon) to the reagent mix to immobilize organics. Using 
adsorptive mater ia l s can also enhance the hydration of the 
pozzolan reagents by removing organics that can r e t a r d the 
hydration process . 

EPA Response III.B.: A similar discussion appears in the 
FS. In that this technology was selected as part of a 
remedial alternative, EPA considers it effective at 
addressing principal threats at 0U2. As a result of the 
remedial screening process, and with input from the NRRB and 
comments from the PRP Group, EPA Region 2 concluded that a 
combination of SVE treatment (to address VOCs) with 
solidification (to address PCBs at concentrations greater 
than 500 ppm) provided a more balanced and effective 
alternative than either treatment alone, leading to the 
development of Alternative S-4, which is described and 
evaluated in the FS, and analyzed in the Proposed Plan and 
Record, of Decision. Nevertheless, EPA's analysis of all the 
remedial alternatives showed that Alternative S-4 had the 
highest uncertainties with regard to performance, long-term 
effectiveness,' and implementability, leading EPA to conclude 
that selection of Alternative S-4 was most likely to give 
rise to implementation problems that could delay 
redevelopment. ' , 

I I I . C . Design Considerations to Address Primary Uncer ta int ies 

In i t s comments to the NRRB, the HIPG noted that there were 
s ign i f ican t po t en t i a l i ssues with an S/S-based remedy which 
needed to be addressed before such a remedy could be selected. 
The point of the PRP Group's comments to the NRRB was to 
recognize those issues/concerns that may impact the effect iveness 
and cost of i n - s i t u S/S, which were not considered by EPA in 
i t s i n i t i a l evaluation and cost analysis of t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e . 
Since the concerns ra i sed by the HIPG's comments to the NRRB and 
the evaluation of solut ions to address them were not fu l ly 
discussed in e i t h e r the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study or in the Proposed 
Plan, the HIPG has undertaken a de ta i l ed evaluation of the S/S 
technology and has determined .that the technical and cost 
uncer ta in t i es associa ted with S/S are in fact s i g n i f i c a n t l y l e s s 
than those associated in the Preferred Al te rna t ive . Based on th i s 
de ta i l ed evaluation of the S/S technology as i t appl ies to the 
S i t e , the HIPG's recommended remedial approach incorporates the 
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following Site-specific considerations to address the concerns 
expressed by the HIPG in i t s comments to the NRRB: 

EPA Response III.C.l.: In 2003, the PRP Group submitted 
written comments to the NRRB that were highly critical of 
the potential use of solidification/stabilization as a 
remedy for 0U2. These comments are included as part of the 
Administrative Record for 0U2. As discussed above, EPA 
Region 2 did consider the PRP Group's comments and the NRRB 
recommendations, which are also included in the 
Administrative Record, in developing its remedial 
alternatives. 

Concern: Observations and data reported from the 0U2 
remedial investigation (RI)regarding the physical heterogeneity 
of the on-site soils. As described in the RI Report, overburden 
materials at the Site are described as including man-made f i l l 
(gravel, cinders, ash, slag), debris (brick, glass fragments, 
wood, metal fragments, capacitors), and floodplain soils. The 
geophysical survey conducted during the RI indicates that the 
debris is widely scattered and shallow ( i .e . , less than 3 to 5 
feet). " . 

Site-Specific Solution: To. address these heterogeneities, 
the HIPG's recommended alternative includes removal of the 
largest portion of the debris ( i .e . , the capacitor disposal area) ^ 
for off-site disposal, and the separation of the remaining debris 
from the shallow soils prior to the implementation of in-situ 
S/S. 

Concern: The potential limitations of a single remedial 
technology to address chemical heterogeneities in waste streams. 
As indicated in EPA's Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, i t has 
been impractical to identify a single cost-effective excavation 
and/or treatment process to address metals, VOCs, SVOCs, and 
PCBs; present in soils to be remediated at the Site. 

Site-Specific Solution: As discussed above, the HIPG's 
recommended alternative includes a combination of technologies, 
including excavation/off-site disposal, debris separation, and 
in-situ S/S. This recommended alternative incorporates the use of 
pozzolan-based S/S reagent combined with an adsorptive additive 
such as carbon to achieve the necessary reduction in contaminant 
mobility for both organics and inorganics. A bench-scale 
treatability study will be conducted to develop the optimal mix 
design to reduce the leachability of all of the contaminants 
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presen t , to reduce the so i l permeabi l i ty , and to ensure so i l 
s trength su i t ab le for the planned S i t e redevelopment. 

Concern: On-site t rea ted s o i l s management may i n t e r f e r e with 
redevelopment plans. The increased volume of s o i l s t r ea ted by 
means of S/S or the physical p roper t i e s of s o i l s t rea ted by means 
of thermal desorption may r e su l t in addi t ional remediation costs 
associated with o f f - s i t e disposal of the t r ea ted s o i l s or ' 
reworking of s o i l s to allow for reuse as backf i l l p r i o r to 
redevelopment. 

S i te -Speci f ic Solut ion: As indica ted above, the S/S mix 
design s tudies will include an assessment of the ul t imate 
strength of the t rea ted so i l matrix a f t e r curing. The goal of the 
s tudies will be to design a reagent mix that y ie lds a t rea ted 
so i l that has geotechnical p roper t i e s conducive to supporting the 
planned redevelopment loads. In addi t ion , the recommended 
a l t e r n a t i v e includes the compaction of the t r ea t ed so i l in -p lace , 
i f necessary, p r i o r to curing to increase the in -p lace strength 
of t h i s mate r ia l . 

The recommended a l t e r n a t i v e will a lso address the increased 
volume of t r ea ted s o i l . , For example, the increased volume of so i l 
will be bene f i c i a l ly used in the redevelopment to f i l l in the 
capaci tor disposal area excavation, and to achieve the grades 
required for the intended S i te redevelopment and reuse ( e .g . , to 
r a i s e grades under the building' foo tpr in t s to allow for loading 
docks). This advantage of S/S was highl ighted in a recent a r t i c l e 
e n t i t l e d Applying So l i d i f i c a t i on /S t ab i l i z a t i on Treatment to 
Brownfields Projects where i t was noted that®; 

[PRP Group footnote] 
* See http.://www. cement. org/pdf_files/RP418.pdf. 

Long used in t r ea t i ng radioact ive and hazardous wastes, 
s o l i d i f i c a t i o n / s t a b i l i z a t i o n (S/S) i s a lso an increas ingly 
popular treatment in the remediation of contaminated land, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y brownfield redevelopment, since the t r ea ted wastes 
can often be l e f t on s i t e to improve the proper ty for subsequent 
construct ion. . . . Reuse of t rea ted material [has] saved 
developers s ign i f ican t cos t s , while providing for s i t e 
redevelopment that i s p ro tec t ive of human heal th and the 
environment. 

Overall , i t i s expected that with proper design, s o i l . t r ea ted by 
means of S/S can be read i ly used in the redevelopment, in 
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comparison to s o i l s that have been thermally t r ea t ed at 800 °F 
or higher. Such thermally t r ea ted s o i l s will l i k e l y need to be 
amended to be su i t ab le for future construct ion and S i t e 
redevelopment. 

EPA Response III,C,2.: The PRP Group's critical comments 
with respect to solidification/stabilization (directed to 
the NRRB in July 2003), and the solutions to its earlier 
critique, identified above, have been discussed, in one form 
or another, in EPA's remedial planning process. EPA notes 
that the heterogeneity concerns pose implementation 
challenges to all the active remedial alternatives, in this 
order of affect, from least to most: S-3, S-2, S-5, S-3/S-5, 
S-4. The PRP Group's discussion of the implementation 
challenges associated with solidification, and the increased 
volume of material due to the addition of reagents and post-
remediation geotechnical properties that may interfere with 
redevelopment, is cursory, and its suggested solution to the 
soils management issues is in EPA's view inadequate. 

As described by the PRP Group, the primary task of 
solidification is to immobilize the principal threat waste 
PCBs in an adequately stable matrix, and the other soils 
management issues may not be addressed after this primary 
task is accomplished. EPA determined that implementation of 
Alternative S-4, EPA's version,of the PRP Group's preferred 
remedy, would require treatability studies during the 
remedial design to determine how to address the soils 
management issues identified by the PRP Group, among others. 
Without such studies, the effectiveness of the solutions to 
proposed by the PRP Group cannot be determined. Even after 
treatability studies, the uncertainties related to 
Alternative S-4 (with or without SVE to address VOC 
contamination) are, in EPA's view, higher than for any of 
the other technologies considered. 

I I I .D . Effect iveness , Implementability and Cost 

The recommended a l t e r n a t i v e will reduce any unacceptable r i sk s to 
publ ic heal th and the environment a t the S i t e within a reasonable 
time frame, will cost s i gn i f i can t ly l e s s than other a l t e r n a t i v e s , 
and will provide for long-term r e l i a b i l i t y of the remedy. 

S/S will prevent the mobil i ty of S i t e contaminants by reducing 
the a v a i l a b i l i t y of these contaminants within a micro- and/or 
macro-encapsulated matrix. Treatment by s o l i d i f i c a t i o n will (a) 
bind PCBs, along with other contaminants, i n to cementitious 
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hydration products , (b) c rea te a so i l with more physical 
i n t e g r i t y such as a granular so l id or monolith, and (c) reduce 
the hydraulic conductivi ty of the s o i l . In addi t ion , the use of 
adsorptive components in the S/S reagent mix wil l continue to 
reduce the l e a c h a b i l i t y of these cons t i tuents even i f the 
encapsulated so i l s t ruc tu re degrades over time. 

Overall p ro tec t iveness of human heal th and the environment. 
The recommended a l t e r n a t i v e will p ro tec t human heal th and the 
environment by v i r tue of el imination of the p o t e n t i a l for d i rec t 
exposure to S i t e contaminants and the po t en t i a l for migration of 
contaminants to ground water through a combination of the 
treatment of p r inc ipa l threa t ma te r i a l , redevelopment capping and 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l cont ro ls . The removal of the capaci tor disposal 
area addresses the primary pr inc ipa l threa t mater ia l ac t ing as a 
po ten t i a l d i rec t contact r i sk and as a source of ground water 
contamination. The treatment of the remaining p r inc ipa l threa t 
contaminated s o i l s by means of S/S will e l iminate the r i s k s of 
po ten t i a l dermal and inhala t ion exposure through encapsulation of 
the contaminants. In addi t ion , S/S will e l iminate the po t en t i a l 
for the contaminated so i l to act as a source of contamination to 
the underlying groundwater by sorbing contaminants onto granular 
carbon and encapsulating them within a low permeabi l i ty cement 
matrix. F ina l ly , the capping of the S i t e as p a r t of the 
redevelopment pro jec t will fur ther minimize p o t e n t i a l contact 
with contaminated so i l (both t rea ted p r inc ipa l th rea t s o i l s and 
other lower r i sk s o i l s ) , p ro tec t the t r ea ted so i l from damage by 
Si te a c t i v i t i e s , and reduce i n f i l t r a t i o n . In sho r t , the 
recommended a l t e r n a t i v e addresses the object ives for reduction in 
t ox i c i t y , mobil i ty and volume, as follows: 

- Removal of the most s ign i f ican t p r inc ipa l threa t source 
material ( i . e . , the capaci tor disposal area) and treatment of the 
remaining pr inc ipa l threa t s o i l s will r e s u l t in an overal l 
reduction in r i sk associated with 0U2 s o i l s . 

- The volume of p r inc ipa l threat material will be permanently 
reduced through excavation and o f f - s i t e disposal of the capaci tor 
disposal area. 

- The m o b i l i t y o f c o n t a m i n a n t s i n s o i l w i l l be r e d u c e d t h roug h 
S/S o f t h e r e m a i n i n g p r i n c i p a l t h r e a t s o i l s and c a p p i n g of b o t h 
t r e a t e d s o i l s and l o w e r r i s k s o i l s . 

I m p l e m e n t a b i l i t y . The recommended a l t e r n a t i v e r e l i e s on 
w i d e l y a p p l i e d t e c h n o l o g y , u t i l i z i n g r e a d i l y a v a i l a b l e equipment 
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and mate r i a l s . S/S i s a well known, widely applied 
( i . e . used at over 160 Superfund s i t e s to date) and read i ly 
avai lable technology. This treatment technology has been 
successfully implemented using i n - s i t u , ex-s i tu or a combination 
thereof a t the following Superfund s i t e s with which the HIPG's 
projec t team has had d i rec t experience. I t i s to be noted that 
these s i t e s were .contaminated pr imar i ly with PCBs and VOCs, 
although some also were impacted by o i l s and/or metals . 

- PSC Resources Superfund S i t e in Palmer, Massachusetts. 
- York Oil Superfund S i te (OUland 0U2) in Moira, New York. 
- Caldwell Trucking Superfund S i te in Fa i r f i e ld , New Jersey. 
- Chemical Control Superfund S i te in El izabeth, New Jersey. 
- Peak Oil/Bay Drum Superfund S i te in Tampa, Flor ida . 
- Liquid Disposal, Inc. Superfund S i t e in Utica, Michigan. 

S/S i s a lso the prefer red a l t e r n a t i v e a t the Sc i en t i f i c Chemical 
Processing Superfund S i te in Car l s tad t , New Jersey, which 
involves a s imi lar appl icat ion to that being proposed for t h i s 
S i t e . In f a c t , S/S'has been se lec ted as a replacement technology 
at a number of . s i t es where thermal desorption was i n i t i a l l y 
se lec ted , but l a t e r proved to be e i t h e r ine f fec t ive and/or too 
cost ly . F ina l ly , the a b i l i t y to complete the recommended S/S 
a l t e rna t i ve i s not l i k e l y to be constrained by community concerns 
r e l a t i n g to noise associated with continuous opera t ions , 
po ten t i a l odor problems and avoidable increases in truck t r a f f i c 
on local roads. 

Long-term Effect iveness . The removal of p r inc ipa l threat 
material from the capaci tor disposal area , treatment of the 
remaining p r inc ipa l threa t .soi ls by S/S, and redevelopment 
capping represents a long-term solut ion for t h i s S i t e . The 
proposed S/S treatment technology has proven ef fec t ive at other 
s i t e s having PCB and VOC contamination, where concentrat ions of 
VOCs were reduced by up to 90% and the mobil i ty of PCBs and VOCs 
was eliminated as evidenced by TCLP analys is of post -S/S samples. 
Performance t e s t i ng of the S/S treatment i s t yp i ca l l y simple, 
with c r i t e r i a based on the reduction in l e a c h a b i l i t y of the 
contaminants of concern and the compressive s t rength of t rea ted 
s o i l s . 

i 

These spec i f ic performance c r i t e r i a will be developed as pa r t of 
the Remedial Design phase of work. F ina l ly , the benef ic ia l 
redevelopment and reuse of the S i te helps to ensure continued 
maintenance and monitoring of the cap 's i n t e g r i t y . 
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In addit ion to the a b i l i t y of a S/S reagent to s t a b i l i z e and 
encapsulate so i l contaminants, S/S has the addi t ional benefi t of 
addressing the perched water that was encountered in the 
treatment area during EPA's 0U2 Remedial Inves t iga t ion . Concern 
over how the perched water was to be addressed was voiced on 
several occasions by members of the publ ic during EPA's publ ic 
consultat ion meetings. While the. presence of perched water 
would lead to addi t ional so i l handling d i f f i c u l t i e s during 
thermal treatment, S/S using Portland cement i s frequently used 
to so l id i fy RCRA l iqu id waste or solid-form waste with a free 
l i qu id por t ion so that the waste can be land disposed. This i s 
the case because cement r eac t s with water, chemically binding i t 
in cement hydration products . Thus, while perched water i s not 
d i r e c t l y addressed by EPA's Preferred Al te rna t ive , i t will be 
both addressed and e f fec t ive ly t r ea ted by the proposed S/S 
remedy. 

Short-term Effect iveness . The recommended a l t e r n a t i v e , which 
r e l i e s heavi ly on i n - s i t u treatment technology, avoids the need 
for unnecessary, extensive excavation. In addi t ion , the 
a l t e rna t i ve reduces short-term worker and community r i s k s 
associated with excavation and o f f - s i t e t ranspor t remedies^ ; and 
the extensive handling of s o i l s associated with ex-s i tu 
treatment. Due to the fact that only small areas will be t rea ted 
at a time and that bulk excavation will not occUr, the po ten t i a l 
for VOC re leases during i n - s i t u mixing i s fa r l e s s than that 
associated with the other more i n t ru s ive remedies being. 
considered by EPA in the F e a s i b i l i t y Study. The po t en t i a l for^ 
unacceptable emissions during handling of s u r f i c i a l s o i l s as pa r t 
of the debris separat ion process i s not expected to be 
s igni f icant ( e . g . , the estimated mean VOC concentrat ion in s o i l s 
remaining a f t e r the capaci tor disposal area i s removed i s below 
the New Jersey r e s iden t i a l d i rec t contact so i l cleanup c r i t e r i o n 
for TCE). However, the po ten t i a l for unacceptable vapor and 
p a r t i c u l a t e emissions will be assessed as pa r t of the Remedial 
Design, and appropriate control measures will be speci f ied as 
necessary. 

[PRP Group footnote] 
* EPA's Preferred Al ternat ive includes the o f f - s i t e disposal of 
over 53,500 cy of s o i l : This i s equivalent to a t l e a s t 8,000 
truck t r i p s to and from the S i t e 'via local roads , with more than 
10,000 addi t ional truck t r i p s for backf i l l material ' . 

Based on discussions with technology vendors and experience at 
other s i t e s , i t i s an t ic ipa ted that design and implementation of 

Page 85 

500220 



the recommended a l t e r n a t i v e can be completed in 3 years or l e s s , 
in contrast to the estimate discussed above, for the Preferred 
Al ternat ive of up to 10 years.-^° 

[PRP Group footnote] 
°̂ Given the considerat ions noted in Section I above, i t i s 

l i k e l y that the 2 to .3 years estimated by EPA for design, 
construct ion, t e s t i ng and implementation of the Preferred 
Al ternat ive will in fact be considerably longer, i . e . on the 
order of at l e a s t 5 years , and depending on the spec i f ic TD 
equipment used, could well exceed 10 years . 

Cost. To assess the l i k e l y po t en t i a l cos ts associa ted with 
i n - s i t u S/S given the S i t e speci f ic s o i l / d e b r i s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
reported for the target remediation area , B a t t e l l e issued an RFP 
request ing budgetary cost proposals from several technology 
vendors. This RFP specif ied t ha t , in order to reduce the t o t a l 
volume of so i l disposed o f f - s i t e , the use of i n - s i t u S/S i s 
planned for over 75,000 cubic yards of impacted s o i l . Ba t t e l l e 
requested that the budgetary cost proposal cover two phases of 
the p r o j e c t : The f i r s t phase i s a benchscale t r e a t a b i l i t y study 
to determine the optimal in s i t u S/S formulation, to be followed 
by f u l l - s c a l e implementation as the second phase. The t o t a l costs 
for the two phases quoted by S/S technology vendors ranged from 
$55 to $79/cy for Portland cement based S/S. Although higher than 
the costs estimated in EPA's FS for t h i s component of Al ternat ive 
S-4, the projected cost range i s consis tent with information 
reported by EPA and other Federal e n t i t i e s for other s i t e s . , 

Based on these costs provided by the S/S treatment con t rac to rs , 
the HIPG estimates that the Total Construction Cost for 
remediation of 0U2 s o i l s , including the capaci tor disposal area 
removal and redevelopment cap would be on the order of $24 
mil l ion u t i l i z i n g a conservative vendor est imate of $79/cy and 
107,000 cy to be s o l i d i f i e d (see cost d e t a i l s provided in 
Appendix A). The Total Present Worth cost for t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e i s 
approximately $36 mi l l ion . This conservat ively based f igure 
derived from actual vendor cost est imates i s only 57% of the 
estimated Total Present Worth Cost of $62 miillion for EPA's 
Preferred Al ternat ive and only 41% of the more l i k e l y cost of 
EPA's Preferred Al ternat ive (see Section II.D) of $66.6 mil l ion. 

EPA Response III.D.: The Evaluation of Alternatives section 
in the Proposed Plan and Record of Decision evaluated 
Alternative S-4 against the nine evaluation criteria, 
including the criteria presented in the comment. The 
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primary difference is the between the PRP Group's Section 
III proposal and Alternative S-4 is the elimination of SVE 
treatment to address VOC-contaminated soil. While the 
elimination of SVE addresses the disadvantage that is SVE 
may need to be completed before solidification, adding to 
the time required to implement Alternative S-4, in other 
respects its absence detracts from Alternative S-4, since 
contaminated soils with principal threat concentrations of 
VOCs would almost certainly go untreated under this 
scenario. 

The changing remedial priorities of the PRP Group (from its 
July, 2003 recommendations to the NRRB, to its current 
recommendations) suggest that the primary remedy driver for 
the PRP Group's preference is cost. The PRP Group has made 
many cost assumptions to maximize the difference between its 
proposal and the Preferred Alternative, some of which have 
been highlighted in EPA's responses to comments. 

I I I . E . No Need f o r S e p a r a t e Treatment (SVE) f o r VOCs 

In the assessment of a S/S-based remedy for t h i s S i t e as se t 
forth in the 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study, EPA included the use of so i l 
vapor ext ract ion (SVE) to reduce VOC concentrat ions present in 
s o i l s p r i o r to implementing S/S and capping to address inorganics 
and other organics (including PCBs). In i t s evaluation of the 
th i s remedial a l t e r n a t i v e ( ident i f ied in the F e a s i b i l i t y Study as 
Al ternat ive S-4), EPA estimated^that SVE treatment could extend 
the implementation of t h i s treatment to as much as 6 to 8 years , 
which, in turn, could i n t e r f e r e with timely redevelopment of 'the 
S i t e . 

As described above, s o i l s having the highest VOC concentrations 
will l a rge ly be removed as pa r t of the capaci tor disposal area 
excavation. To address the presence of VOCs in remaining s o i l s 
i den t i f i ed as p r inc ipa l threat ma te r i a l s , granular ac t iva ted 
carbon can be added to the reagent mix so as to sorb the VOCs and 
then encapsulate them within a low permeabi l i ty cement matrix. 
Ut i l i z ing t h i s methodology will el iminate the need for treatment 
with SVE p r i o r to implementing S/S. Capping the S i t e with a 
redevelopment cap following treatment by means of S/S will then 
provide a second layer of pro tec t ion against p o t e n t i a l leaching 
of VOCs to ground water and against d i r ec t contact exposures. 
F ina l ly , the po t en t i a l for unacceptable vapor and p a r t i c u l a t e 
emissions during implementation of ex-s i tu debris separat ion 
combined with i n - s i t u S/S will be assessed as pa r t of the 
Remedial Design, and appropriate control measures will be 
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specif ied as necessary. 11 

[PRP Group Footnote] / 
" S ign i f i can t ly , EPA did not bel ieve that SVE was necessary as 
p a r t of the Preferred Al te rna t ive . Given that the Preferred 
Al ternat ive e n t a i l s the excavation of fa r more contaminated so i l s 
than does an S/S remedy, i t follows that SVE would not be 
necessary in an S/S-based remedy. 

Therefore, SVE i s not necessary to address VOCs in so i l as pa r t 
of the HIPG's proposed a l t e r n a t e remedy in order to achieve an 
acceptable level of both short-term and long-term protec t iveness 
for the S i t e . 

EPA Response III.E.: Treatability studies would be required 
to determine the effectiveness of using granular activated 
carbon with the reagent mix so as to sorb the VOCs and then 
encapsulate them within a low permeability cement matrix. 
Considering that EPA is not aware of any circumstances where 
this approach has been successfully implemented, this 
approach would add additional uncertainty to the HIPG's 
proposed alternative. 

The PRP Group comments that EPA did not believe that SVE was 
a necessary part of the Preferred Alternative, so it must 
not be a necessary part of their preferred remedy. EPA did 
not include S'VE in the Preferred Alternative because that 
remedial alternative called for the soils containing 
elevated VOCs to be excavated and either treated by LTTD or 
transported off-site for proper disposal. In contrast, the 
PRP Group's preferred remedy calls for excavating only the 
capacitor disposal area, and EPA does not agree that this 
limited excavation would address all the soils containing 
principal threat levels of VOCs. The fact that SVE was not 
a part of the Preferred Alternative clearly does not lead 
the conclusion that it is not required as part of an a 
solidification/stabilization remedy. 

I I I . F . Redevelopment Capping 

As discussed in the Proposed Plan, EPA has acknowledged the 
Borough of South P l a i n f i e l d ' s Redevelopment Plan for the Si te and 
surrounding p r o p e r t i e s , which includes complete renovation 
of the S i t e for r e t a i l , commercial/light i n d u s t r i a l "f lex" space 
and warehousing uses. In p a r t i c u l a r , EPA has ind ica ted that 
hardscape ( i . e . , paving and buildings) to be constructed as pa r t 
of S i te redevelopment may be used in place of the mul t i - layered 
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cap for s o i l s containing contaminant concentrat ions below 
pr inc ipa l th rea t l e v e l s . The HIPG agrees with a .remedial s t ra tegy 
that incorporates the S i t e redevelopment p lans as i n t eg ra l 
components of the remedy. In t h i s connection, the use of the 
"redevelopment cover" in p lace of a mul t i - layered cap should 
include the use of vegetat ive so i l cover to be i n s t a l l e d as pa r t 
of the S i t e redevelopment grading and landscaping p lans . This 
should be the case for the following reasons: 

There a re no s ign i f i can t res idua l r i s k s of exposure 
associa ted v i th the contained s o i l s . As a p r a c t i c a l mat ter , the 
only threa t of po t en t i a l exposure remaining a f t e r the targeted 
excavation of the capaci tor disposal area and capping by the 
redevelopment hardscaping and so i l cover will be contact with the 
in-place mater ial during some future maintenance a c t i v i t i e s that 
involve excavation. This eventual i ty will -be minimized through 
the locat ion of "clean cor r idors" for u t i l i t i e s and s imi lar 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s . Should maintenance a c t i v i t i e s requi re work outside 
such clean corr idor a reas , the workers can be pro tec ted from 
d i rec t contact with the contaminated s o i l s through work p rac t i ce s 
and personal p ro t ec t ive equipment. And, even i f due to e r ror or 
oversight , such precaut ions are not adequately implemented, any 
contact would be short term in na ture , with a correspondingly 
s ign i f i can t ly lower r e s u l t i n g r i s k . 

Targeted excavation and S/S addresses the primary p r i n c i p a l 
th rea t mater ia l ac t ing as a p o t e n t i a l source to ground vater 
contamination. The VOCs in s o i l , the highest concentrat ions of 
which are pr imar i ly co-located with the capaci tor disposal area , 
will be l a rge ly eliminated by the excavation of these mater ia ls 
and by the appl ica t ion of S/S to the remaining p r inc ipa l threat 
mate r ia l s . Therefore, a redevelopment cover (asphal t , bui ld ing 
s l abs , and vegetat ive so i l cover) will cap only the lower, 
non-principal threa t material remaining on - s i t e a f t e r the 
excavation of the capaci tor d i sposa l /debr i s area and the 
implementation of the S/S treatment technology. 

Redevelopment areas using vegeta t ive cover a re l a rge ly 
l imi ted to the per imeter of the proper ty . According to the 
current redevelopment p lans proposed by the Borough's se lec ted 
redeveloper, the areas of the S i te which are subject to more 
s igni f icant contamination (including the areas to be t rea ted by 
S/S) will be covered p r imar i ly by hardscape (buildings and 
pavement). The por t ions of the S i te where vegeta t ive cover will 
be used are l imi ted to an approximately 50 ' wide landscaped 
buffer along Spicer Avenue, in the storm water detention basin 
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area near ex i s t ing Buildings 13, 14 and 15, landscaped i s lands in 
the parking l o t s , and the preserved open space and wetlands along 
Bound Brook. Given the very l imi ted extent of vegetat ive cover to 
be used in the main por t ion of the S i t e where the p r inc ipa l 
contamination i s located and ac t ive so i l remediation i s -be ing 
required, the lack of a mul t i - layered cap in these areas will not 
mate r ia l ly affect the overal l reduction in the i n f i l t r a t i o n r a t e 
achieved by t h i s remedy. A geo tex t i l e marker l ayer can be used to 
ident i fy underlying nat ive s o i l s in the event excavation in these 
areas proves necessary at some time in the fu ture . 

EPA Response III.F.: As mentioned in EPA Response III.A.l,, 
EPA has indicated throughout the remedial planning process 
that a well engineered redevelopment cap incorporating 
appropriate design elements into the base plan and could be 
sufficiently protective to be used in place of a multi-layer 
cap. Vegetative cover alone is an engineering control that 
may not be adequate protection for much of 0U2, but EPA 
agrees that vegetative cover may be appropriate for certain 
very limited portions of 0U2. 

I I I .G . Summary 
Based on an independent evaluation of the a p p l i c a b i l i t y of S/S 
technology to 0U2 s o i l s , a remedial approach that combines 
removal, treatment by S/S and containment to mi t iga te the 
exposure pathways that are contr ibut ing to the 0U2-related r i s k s 
provides an equally p ro tec t ive a l t e r n a t i v e to thermal desorption, 
b e t t e r s a t i s f i e s EPA's remedy se lec t ion c r i t e r i a and will allow 
for the in tegra ted redevelopment of the S i t e within a reasonable 
time frame. As out l ined above, t h i s remedial approach combines 
elements of both treatment and containment to mi t iga te the 
primary exposure pathways iden t i f i ed in the 0U2 r i sk assessment, 
and addresses EPA's preference for treatment of p r inc ipa l threat 
material as defined based on these primary exposure pathways. 
Further, t h i s remedial approach incorporates the planned 
redevelopment of the Si te as recommended under EPA's Superfund 
Redevelopment I n i t i a t i v e and in EPA's guidance on the reuse of 
Superfund s i t e s for commercial use. F ina l ly , the recommended 
a l t e r n a t i v e i s s i gn i f i can t ly more implementable and 
cos t -e f fec t ive than EPA's Preferred Al te rna t ive . 

EPA Response I I I . G . ; See Responses I I I .D and I I I . E , above. 

IV. The Al te rna t ive Remedy Presented in the HIPG's Comments to 
the National Remedy Reviev Board. 
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As indica ted in Section I I I above, in addi t ion to the a l t e rna t e 
remedy de ta i l ed in Section I I I of these comments, the HIPG 
presented a promising remedial a l t e r n a t i v e in i t s July 16, 2003 
addressed to the National Remedy Review Board. This remedy i s 
a lso superior to the Preferred Al ternat ive in terms of avoiding 
the mul t ip le , ser ious problems associated with thermal 
desorpt ion; being p ro t ec t ive of human heal th and the environment; 
complying with ARARs; comporting with EPA's guidance on properly 
addressing p r inc ipa l threa t ma te r i a l ; being superior in terms of 
ef fec t iveness , implementability and cos t ; and being more read i ly 
in tegra ted in a timely manner with the planned redevelopment of 
the S i t e . As previously noted, t h i s second a l t e r n a t i v e involves 
the following elements: 

Given these elements, t h i s second a l t e r n a t i v e offers the 
following s ign i f i can t advantages: . 

Excavation and o f f - s i t e disposal of p r inc ipa l threa t 
ma te r i a l , including the material within the capac i to r /debr i s 
disposal area which represents the primary source of 
p r inc ipa l threa t material (both PCBs and VOCs). 

Redevelopment capping for a l l other s o i l s using the 
hardscape and so i l (vegetative) cover to be i n s t a l l e d as 
p a r t of the S i te redevelopment. 

Given these elements, the second a l t e r n a t i v e offers the following 
s ign i f ican t advantages: 

There are no s ign i f ican t res idual r i s k s of exposure 
associated with the contained s o i l s . As a p r a c t i c a l mat ter , 
the only threa t of po t en t i a l exposure remaining a f t e r the 
targeted excavation of the S i te and capping by the 
hardscaping and so i l cover will be contact with the in-place 
material during some future maintenance a c t i v i t i e s that 
involved excavation. Under t h i s scenar io , the workers can be 
pro tec ted from d i rec t contact with the contaminated s o i l s . 
However, in the event such precaut ions were not followed, 
contact would be short term in na ture , and at a ta rget 
cancer r i sk level of 10-2 and target HI of 100, "principal 
t h r ea t " l eve l s under t h i s type of exposure would correspond 
to a concentration on the order of 10,000 mg/kg or 10 times 
higher than the maximum concentration proposed to be l e f t 
in -p lace . 

Targeted excavation addresses the primary p r inc ipa l threat 
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material ac t ing as a po t en t i a l source to ground water 
contamination. The VOCs in s o i l , the highest concentrations 
of which are p r imar i ly co-located with the capaci tor 
d i sposa l /debr i s a rea , will be l a r g e l y el iminated by the 
excavation of these mate r ia l s . The redevelopment cover 
(asphalt , bui ld ing s l abs , vegetat ive so i l cover) will 
contain the lower threa t material remaining ons i te a f t e r the 
excavation of the capaci tor d i sposa l /debr i s area. Any 
res idual impacts to groundwater by the contained mater ia ls 
remaining on-s i t e will be i n s ign i f i can t . 

Following targeted excavation. S i t e redevelopment will 
adequately address the primary r i sk pathways of concern. 
According to EPA's basel ine human heal th r i sk assessment, 
the majority of the cancer r i s k s and non-cancer His under 
the future use scenario are associated with exposure to 
non-VOCs in so i l via inc identa l inges t ion , dermal contact 
and/or p a r t i c u l a t e inha la t ion . The exception to t h i s i s for 
the future indoor worker in the cur ren t ly undeveloped 
por t ion of the S i t e . As indicated above, s o i l s having 
elevated VOCs will l a rge ly be removed as they are co-located 
with the capaci tor d i sposa l /debr i s area. The r i s k s 
associated with the s o i l s l e f t in -p lace can be adequately 
mit igated via pathway elimination - i . e . , the construct ion 
of la rge areas of hardscape (pavement and buildings) as par t 
of the S i t e redevelopment will el iminate rout ine exposures 
to contaminants in s i t e s o i l s , regardless of concentrat ion. 

F ina l ly , i t should be emphasized that the removal of even 
pr inc ipa l threat material i s not required in a l l cases. EPA's 
Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund S i t e s with PCB 
Contamination recognizes that in some cases i t may be appropriate 
to contain p r inc ipa l th rea t s as well as low threa t ma te r i a l , 
because there are la rge volumes of contaminated mater ial or the 
PCBs are mixed with other contaminants that makes treatment 
impracticable (USEPA, 1990). Such material that i s not t r ea ted 
should be contained to prevent access that would r e s u l t in 
exposures exceeding p ro tec t ive l e v e l s . Indeed, in the case of the 
Raymark S i t e with 21,000 cy of on-s i t e p r inc ipa l threa t wastes, 
EPA determined that the r i s k s and costs associa ted with treatment 
of the subs tan t ia l volumes of contaminated so i l waste mater ia ls 
on- s i t e outweighed the l imi ted increase in pro tec t iveness 
afforded. Therefore, treatment was not found to be p r a c t i c a l , and 
a capping remedy was se lec ted for the Raymark S i t e . 

EPA did not adequately consider th i s proposed remedial 
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a l t e r n a t i v e in i t s 0U2 F e a s i b i l i t y Study or in i t s Proposed Plan. 
However, t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e remains a viable remedy for the S i t e , 
since i t i s p ro t ec t i ve of human heal th and the environment, 
implementable, and cos t -e f fec t ive . 

EPA Response IV.: EPA does not agree with the PRP Group's 
assessment of the risks posed by the Site, as discussed here 
and in Section V of the comments. The PRP Group submitted 
comments to the NRRB in July 2003 containing an earlier, and 
very similar, version of this comment. The NRRB and EPA 
Region 2 evaluated these comments during the remedial 
planning for 0U2, and concluded that the PRP's approach for 
minimizing the size of the- principal threat excavation 
required was not satisfactory. The PRP Group also detailed 
its "numerical-based approach" to defining "principal 
threat" in correspondence to EPA in January and April 2004. 
EPA's response to the April 2004 correspondence can be found 
in the Administrative Record in a letter dated April 23, 
2004 from George Pavlou, Director of the Emergency and 
Remedial Response Division, to Michael Last, counsel for 
Dana Corporation. In essence, EPA disagrees with the PRP 
Group's interpretation of EPA guidance regarding principal 
threats and on EPA's 1990 Guidance on Remedia l A c t i o n s f o r 
Supe r fund S i t e s wi th PCB C o n t a m i n a t i o n . The 1990 guidance 
identifies principal threats as contaminated soils at 
concentrations greater than or equal to 500 ppm PCBs at 
commercial or industrial sites, and EPA has identified this 
principal threat Remediation Goal for soils at the Site. 

In many other respects, the proposal presented in this 
Section IV resembles Alternative S-3, which includes 
principal threat excavation, off-site disposal, and capping-
EPA evaluated Alternative S-3 in the FS, and performed a 
detailed analysis in the Proposed Plan. EPA's basis for 
preferring the hybrid of Alternatives S-3 and S-5 is 
documented in the Proposed Plan, and in this decision 
document. 

V. Comments on the Remedial Action Objectives 

According to the Proposed Plan, EPA proposes to implement a 
remedy which includes ac t ive remediation (through treatment 
and/or removal and o f f - s i t e disposal) of s o i l s designated as 
"principal t h r ea t " mate r i a l , and containment of s o i l s 
contaminated at lower concentrat ions. EPA has designated 
p r inc ipa l threat , mater ial as those s o i l s contaminated with PCBs 
at concentrat ions grea te r than 500 ppm and with other 
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contaminants that may act as a continuing source of ground 
water contamination. EPA i d e n t i f i e d the August 1990 guidance 
e n t i t l e d A Guide on Remedial Actions a t Superfund S i t e s with PCB 
Contamination as the bas i s for es tab l i sh ing a PCB concentration 
grea ter than 500 ppm as the p r inc ipa l threa t cleanup goal for 
PCBs, and the New Jersey Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup 
Cr i te r ia (IGWSCC) as the p r inc ipa l threa t cleanup goal for other 
cons t i tuents•of po t en t i a l concern. 

However, in attempting to provide treatment for p r inc ipa l threat 
wastes, EPA f a i l s to apply appropria te ly i t s own guidance when 
defining what cons t i tu t e s a p r inc ipa l t h rea t . The following 
d e t a i l s the shortcomings of EPA's approach to defining p r inc ipa l 
threat waste as se t forth in i t s Proposed Plan. 

• Defini t ion of Pr inc ipa l Threat Concentrations 
In designat ing s o i l s for ac t ive remediation, EPA has f a i l ed to 
apply appropr ia te ly i t s guidance on p r inc ipa l th rea t ma te r i a l s . 
Properly applied, EPA's guidance d i c t a t e s that the volumes of 
p r inc ipa l threa t mater ia l s will be s u b s t a n t i a l l y l e s s than 
projected by EPA. EPA's def in i t ion of p r inc ipa l threa t material 
i s as follows: "Principal threat wastes are those source 
mater ia ls [including contaminated s o i l ] considered to be 
highly toxic or highly mobile which general ly cannot be contained 
in a r e l i a b l e manner and/or would present a s ign i f i can t r i sk to 
human heal th or the environment should exposure occur" (USEPA, 
1991). EPA has not es tabl ished an absolute threshold level of 
r i sk for ident i fy ing pr inc ipa l threa t ma te r i a l s . However, it^ 
considers as p r inc ipa l threat "those source mater ia l s with 
t ox i c i t y and mobil i ty c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s that combine to pose a 
po ten t i a l r i sk several orders of magnitude g rea te r than the r i sk 
level that i s acceptable for the current or reasonably 
an t ic ipa ted future land use, given r e a l i s t i c exposure scenar ios" 
(USEPA, 1997b, emphasis added). In Superfund, acceptable r i sk 
l eve l s are cumulative excess cancer r i sk to an individual based 
on reasonable maximum exposure for both current and reasonably 
expected future land use of 10'^ or l e s s , and a non-cancer hazard 
index (HI) of 1 or l e s s (USEPA, 1991a). Therefore, contaminated 
so i l that poses a cumulative excess cancer r i sk higher than 
10'^ or represents a HI higher than 100 ( i . e . , a t l e a s t two 
orders of magnitude higher than the acceptable l eve l s ) might be 
reasonably viewed as a p r inc ipa l threa t mater ial for which 
treatment should be considered. Conversely, contaminated so i l 
that poses cumulative excess cancer r i sk lower than 10'^ or 
represents a HI lower than 100 may be considered as low-level 
threat material for which containment would be appropr ia te . 
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EPA Response V.I.: See EPA Response IV, above. 

EPA also f a i l s to consider future s i t e use in i t s evaluation for 
the a l t e r n a t i v e s which target p r inc ipa l th rea t ma te r i a l s . EPA's 
Pr incipal Threat Analysis should be conducted in the context of 
the future s i t e redevelopment. As accepted by EPA (and NJDEP) for 
the former Hyatt Clark Indus t r i e s , Inc. S i t e in Clark, New 
Jersey, the p r inc ipa l threat assessment should be based on 
po ten t i a l r i s k s under l i k e l y future condit ions following s i t e 
redevelopment, r a the r than hypothetical r i s k s under generic 
land use condit ions. Given the spec i f ic redevelopment p lans for 
t h i s S i t e ( i . e . , l a rge ly covered by pavement and bui ldings for 
r e t a i l , commercial/light i ndus t r i a l "f lex" space and 
warehousing), the po t en t i a l r i s k s to persons who may be exposed 
to s o i l s underlying the pavement and bu i ld ings , such as u t i l i t y 
maintenance workers, should serve as the bas i s for the p r inc ipa l 
threa t analys is r a the r than a "routine worker" who i s unl ikely to 
come in contact with s o i l s under the pavement or bui ldings during 
da i ly a c t i v i t i e s . 

EPA Response V.2 . : The BHHRA evaluated current and future 
heal th effects in an i ndus t r i a l s e t t i n g , consis tent with the 
proposed redevelopment of the f a c i l i t y proper ty . 

There i s d i rec t precedent , including in EPA Region I I , for 
s e t t i n g remedial act ion object ives (RAOs) in Records of Decisions 
(RODs) which do not r e ly on const i tuent spec i f ic cleanup goals , 
including pr inc ipa l threat-based goals , but r a the r iden t i fy 
cleanup based on overal l r i sk reduction. For example, the ROD for 
the Raymark Indus t r i e s , Inc. s i t e in S t ra t fo rd , Connecticut 
(EPA/ROD/ROl-96/116, 1995) and the ROD for the Sc i en t i f i c 
Chemical Processing s i t e in Car l s tad t , New Jersey 
(EPA/ROD/R02-02/11, 2002) address the remediation of p r inc ipa l 
threat mater ia l s (including PCBs and VOCs) without specifying 
cons t i tuen t - spec i f i c numerical cleanup goals to i den t i fy these 
mate r ia l s . Of p a r t i c u l a r relevance to t h i s S i t e i s the 
approach u t i l i z e d at the Sc ien t i f i c Chemical Processing s i t e to 
iden t i fy a "Hot Spot" area of high-level or p r inc ipa l threat 
waste and to define the RAOs from a r i sk-based perspec t ive . 
Spec i f i ca l ly , as p a r t of the F e a s i b i l i t y Study for t h i s s i t e , the 
def in i t ion of a Hot Spot was "an area where, i f chemical 
cons t i tuen ts were removed, and/or t r ea ted , the s i te -wide r i sk 
would be reduced by over an order of magnitude; and an area sinaJJ 
enough to be considered separa te ly from remediation of the en t i r e 
F i l l a r e a . " In a r t i c u l a t i n g the s i t e remediation standards for 
the Sc ien t i f i c Chemical Processing s i t e , USEPA Region I I 
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recognized that no chemical-specific ARARs ex i s t for s o i l , so 
that remediation goals were necessar i ly ris.k-based. The s t a t ed 
RAOs for so i l were t o : 
- "Mitigate the d i r ec t contact r i sk and leaching of contaminants 
from s o i l , f i l l material and sludge in to the groundwater; 
- Reduce the t o x i c i t y and mobil i ty of the Hot Spot contaminants 
via treatment; [and] 
- Perform remediation in such a manner that may allow s i t e re-use 
for cer ta in l imi ted commercial purposes ." 

EPA Response V.3.: RAOs are identified to protect human 
health and the environment based on considerations of the 
chemicals of concern, exposure routes, receptors, and 
acceptable contaminant levels for each exposure pathway. As 
a result, RAOs are developed based upon site-specific 
conditions and may vary at different sites. 

pr inc ipa l Threat Concentration for PCBs in On-Site Soi l s 
EPA i s re ly ing on outdated and inappropria te PCB c r i t e r i a for 
est imating contaminated so i l volumes. EPA's de f in i t ion of 
p r inc ipa l threa t material as s o i l s containing PCB concentrat ions 
grea ter than 500 mg/kg i s based on outdated information presented 
in the 1990 Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund S i t e s 
with PCB Contamination. As summarized in Appendix C, the 
assumptions used by EPA in developing the c r i t e r i a suggested in 
the 1990 guidance, including the tox ic i ty /da ta for PCBs, have 
been updated since 1990. Use of_ updated t o x i c i t y data and 
exposure assumptions would r e s u l t in a d i f ferent PCB 
concentration defined as p r inc ipa l th rea t . 

Spec i f ica l ly , the numerical-based approach for defining 
concentrat ions of PCBs to be designated as p r inc ipa l threa t that 
would be consis tent with Superfund precedent , based upon EPA's 
p r inc ipa l threat and r i sk assessment guidance, and would use 
current t ox i c i t y data for PCBs, can be s t a t ed as follows: 

Soil remediation should be conducted to the extent necessary to 
achieve a waste management s t ra tegy that reduces S i t e r i s k s to 
within an EPA-accepted r i sk range (excess cancer r i sk range of 
10'^ to 10"^, and a noncancer hazard index of 1 or l e s s ; OSWER 
Direct ive 9355.0-30). Soil removal or treatment sha l l be 
conducted to meet a maximum l i fe t ime excess cancer r i s k level of 
1 X 10'^ and a noncancer hazard index of 100 based on reasonable 
exposure for both current and reasonably expected future land. 
For key ind ica to r chemicals detected at the subject s i t e , namely 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), t h i s r i sk level corresponds 
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to an individual const i tuent p r inc ipa l th rea t level^^ of 1,100 
mg/kg. 

12 ^"Principal threa t cleanup l e v e l s " are scaled from EPA Region 9 
prel iminary remediation goals for i n d u s t r i a l s o i l s which are 
ca lcula ted at a ta rge t cancer r i sk level of 10-6 and a noncancer 
hazard index of 1. 

EPA Response V.4.: As discussed in the Proposed Plan in the 
discussion of Remedial Action Objectives, EPA's August 1990 
guidance, entitled "A Guide on Remedial Actions at Superfund 
Sites with PCB Contamination," states that principal threats 
will include soils contaminated at industrial sites at 
concentrations greater than or equal to 500 parts per 
million (ppm) total PCBs, rather than 1,100 ppm as proposed 
by the PRP Group. The PRP Group disagrees with EPA's use of 
this guidance in developing its Remedial Action Objectives. 
This is an existing, applicable Agency guidance that has 
been consistently used to develop cleanup decisions at 
Superfund sites. 

EPA has inadequately evaluated the concentrat ions in s o i l s that 
have the po t en t i a l to impact ground water. EPA has r e l i e d on the 
NJDEP c r i t e r i a for non-PCB contaminants of concern ( i . e . , NJDEP 
IGWSCC) to define so i l to be remediated in order to mi t iga te 
p o t e n t i a l impacts to ground water. NJDEP's IGWSCC have not 
been promulgated and, as such, are not appl icable or re levant and 
appropriate requirements ("ARARs"). Rather, NJDEP has published 
these c r i t e r i a merely as guidance l eve l s for i t s s i t e remediation 
program. S i t e - spec i f i c evaluation of p o t e n t i a l impacts to ground 
water from so i l contaminants, taking in to considerat ion the 
poss ib le remedies for ground water, would very l i k e l y increase 
the threshold concentrat ions for non-PCB contaminants of concern 
that would meet the def in i t ion of p r inc ipa l t h r ea t . 

EPA Response V.5.: The State of New Jersey has developed 
impact-to-groundwater soil cleanup criterion (IGWSCC) for 
VOCs. Because this is not a promulgated standard, it is.not 
an "Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate" standard (ARAR) 
but rather a "To Be Considered" (TBC) criterion. EPA is 
using the IGWSCC as Remediation Goals at the Site for 
contaminants other than PCBs that may act as a continuing 
source of groundwater contamination. 

Further, the primary concern with respect to impact to ground 
water i s associa ted with elevated VOC concentrat ions in s o i l . The 
^̂ OCs in s o i l , the highest concentrat ions of which are pr imar i ly 
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co-located or immediately adjacent to the capaci tor disposal 
area , will be l a rge ly eliminated by the excavation of these 
mater ia ls as specif ied in the Proposed Plan. The redevelopment 
cover (asphal t , bui lding s l abs , and vegetat ive so i l cover) will 
contain the lower threa t mater ial remaining on - s i t e a f t e r the 
excavation of the capaci tor disposal area. Any res idua l impacts 
to groundwater by the contained mater ia l s remaining on-s i t e will 
be in s ign i f i can t . The po ten t i a l s ignif icance of these res idual 
concentrations should be fur ther evaluated in considerat ion of 
(1) the overal l groundwater remedy, and/or (2) a s i t e - s p e c i f i c 
c r i t e r i a for assessing the po ten t i a l leaching of VOCs to 
groundwater. EPA's f a i l u r e to i n t eg ra t e i n to i t s analys is of 
poss ib le 0U2 so i l remedies the po ten t i a l groundwater remedies 
which may be implemented at the S i t e poses the s ign i f i can t r i sk 
that EPA will s e l ec t in both 0U2 and 0U3 ine f f i c i en t and 
uncoordinated remedies to address both so i l and groundwater 
i s sues . 

EPA Response V.6.: EPA does not agree with the PRP Group's 
assertion that soils containing principal threat 
concentrations of VOCs will be eliminated by excavation and. 
off-site disposal of the capacitor disposal areas. Appendix 
I, Figure 6 of the ROD identifies soils containing VOCs at 
concentrations exceeding NJDEP's IGWSCC. Although some of 
the highest concentrations of VOCs are located in the 
capacitor disposal area. Figure 6 indicates that there are 
soils containing VOCs at concentrations exceeding NJDEP's 
IGWSCC outside of the capacitor disposal area. 

EPA typically divides Sites into separate phases, or 
operable units for remediation purposes. In addition, the 
Site was divided into separate phases in order to allow the 
timely redevelopment of the facility property, instead of 
waiting for the completion of the RI/FS for the groundwater 
and Bound Brook components, which are ongoing and expected 
to take up to several years to complete. While 0U3 will 
focus on groundwater contamination, 0U2 addresses facility 
soil contamination that acts as a source of contamination to 
the groundwater. Therefore, EPA does not believe that 
managing the Site in operable units will lead to inefficient 
and uncoordinated remedies. 

In summary, the r isk-based approach employed at the Sc ien t i f i c 
Chemical Processing, Raymark and Hyatt Clark s i t e s provides 
guidance for defining p r inc ipa l threa t mater ia l s in terms of 
cumulative r i sk and s e t t i n g performance-based RAOs that i s 
d i r e c t l y t ransferable to the Hamilton Indus t r i a l Park S i t e . EPA 

Page 98 

500233 



estimated so i l volumes should be based on current s i t e - s p e c i f i c 
r i sk assessment approaches, including the assessment of to t a l 
r i sk over an exposure area , not j u s t r i sk associa ted with a 
s ingle const i tuent a t a s ingle sampling po in t . Use of a 
s i t e - s p e c i f i c r i sk-based approach for defining "principal t h rea t " 
material as s o i l s in an exposure area exhib i t ing an exposure 
concentration in excess of several orders of magnitude grea ter 
than the acceptable r i sk level would r e s u l t in lower est imates of 
so i l to be ac t ive ly remediated, while s t i l l p ro t ec t i ng human 
health and the environment consis tent with appl icable EPA 
guidance. 
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EPA ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Plan identifies the Preferred Alternatives 
for the remedy to address contaminated soils and 
buildings at the former Comell-Dubilier Electronics 
(CDE) plant site, also known as the Hamilton Industrial 
Park, and provides the rationale for those preferences. 

The Preferred Altemative for soils calls for excavation of 
contaminated soils containing polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) at concentrations greater than 500 parts per 
million (ppm) and other contaminants that may act as a 
continuing source of groundwater contamination. The 
excavated soil would be addressed through a 
combination of on-site low-temperature thermal 
desorption and off-site disposal. EPA's Preferred 
Altemative for soils is a hybrid of Altematives S-3 and 
S-5, described in more detail below. Contaminated soil 
."jid debris fi"om a capacitor disposal area in the rear of 
t e facility' would be also excavated and transported off-
si :e for disposal. Contaminated soils containing less than 
5C0 ppm PCBs and other inorganic contaminants would 
be capped on site. Institutional controls would be 
em,iloyed to ensure that future site activities would be 
con iucted so as to assure the protectiveness of the cap, 
with appropriate health and safety controls, and to 
proh bit future unrestricted use of the property. 

The 18 on-site buildings are contaminated to varying 
degree s with PCBs and other contaminants. The 
Prefer.ed Altemative for buildings calls for the 
demoli ion of the on-site buildings and off-site disposal of 
the contaminated debris. Certain buildings would need to 
be demolished as part of the proposed soil remedy; and an 
expectei' redevelopment of the industrial park anticipates 
demolitimof all the existing structures. However, 
because t is possible that not all of the structures will 
have to be demolished, the Preferred Altemative for the 
buildings includes a contingency remedy that would allow 
for the decontamination and surface encapsulation of 
certain buildings that may not need to be demolished for 
the other reasons cited above. Institutional Controls 
would also be employed for anj' stmctures that are not 
demolished. 

Dates to remember 
MARK YOUR CALENDAR 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 
July 6 - August 5, 2004 
U.S. EPA will accept written comments on the 
Proposed Plan during the public comment period. 

PUBLIC MEETING: 
July 13, 2004 
U.S. EPA will hold a public meeting to explain the 
Proposed Plan and all of the alternatives presented In 
the Feasibility Study. Oral and written comments will , 
also be accepted at the meeting. The meeting will be 
held at Borough Hall, 2480 Plainfield Avenue, South 
Plainfield, New Jersey at 7:00 p.m. 

For more Information, see the Administrative 
Record at the following locations: 

U.S. EPA Records Center, Region 11 
290 Broadway, IB** Floor. 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
(212)637-3261 
Hours: Monday-Friday - 9 am to 5 pm 

South Plainfield Library 
2484 Plainfield Avenue 
South Plainfield, New Jersey 07080 
(908)754-7885 
Hours; 
Monday, Wednesday, and Thursday -10 am to 9 pm 
Tuesday and Friday - 10 am to 6 pm 
Saturday - 9 am to 5 pm 
Sunday -1:30 pm to 5 pm 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
divided the site into separate phases, or operable units for 
remediation purposes. On September 30, 2003, EPA, with 
support from the New Jersey Department of Environmental 
Protection (NJDEP), selected a remedy for Operable Unit 1 
(OUl), the contaminated residential, commercial, and 
municipal properties in the vicinity of the former CDE 
facility. 

This Proposed Plan addresses Operable Unit 2 (0U2): 
which includes the remediation of source materials, 
consisting of contaminated facilitj' soils and buildings at the 
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former CDE fecility. Additional operable units will 
address the contaminated groundwater and the sediments 
of the Bound Brook. Final remedies to address the 
groundwater and the Bound Brook will be presented in 
future Proposed Plans and Records of Decision (RODs). 

This Proposed Plan includes simimaries of all the cleanup 
altematives evaluated for use at the former CDE facihty. 
This document is issued by EPA, the lead agency for site 
activities, and NJDEP, the support agency. EPA, in 
consultation with NJDEP, will select a final remedy for 
contaminated soils and buildings at the former CDE 
facility after reviewing and considering all information 
submitted during the 30-day public comment period. 
EPA, in consultation with NJDEP, may modify the 
Preferred Alternatives or select another response action 
presented in this Plan based on new information or public 
comments. Therefore, the public is encouraged to review 
and comment on all the altematives presented in this 
Proposed Plan. 

EPA is issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its 
community relations program under Section 117(a) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA, or Superfund). This 
Proposed Plan summarizes information that can be found 
i;i greater detail in the CDE 0U2 Remedial Investigation 
ai d Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports and other 
do ;uments contained in the Administrative Record file for 
this site. EPA and NJDEP encourage the public to 
revi ;w these documents to gain a more comprehensive 
vmd -rstanding of the site and Superfund activities that 
have been conducted at the site. 

SITE HISTORY 

The fc) iner CDE facility, now known as the Hamilton 
Industi ial Park, is located at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in 
South i'lainfield, Middlesex Count>', New Jersey and 
consists of approximately 26-acres containing 18 
building.s that are currently used by a variety of 
commen ial and industrial tenants. The fenced 26-acre 
facility i:. bounded on the northeast by the Bound Brook 
and the fr'mier Lehigh Valley Railroad, Perth Amboy 
Branch (j resently Conrail); on the southeast by the 
Bound Bi x)k and a property used by the South Plainfield 
Department of Public Works; on the southwest, across 
Spicer Avenue, by single-family residential properties; 
cmd to the .lorthwest, across Hamilton Boulevard, by 
mixed resii lential and commercial properties (see Figure 
I). 

CDE operated in South Plainfield fi-om 1936 to 1962, 
manufacturing electronic components including, in 
particular, capacitors. PCBs and chlorinated organic 
degreasing solvents were used in the manufacturing 
process, and the company apparently disposed of PCB-
contaminated materials and other hazardous substances 
directly on the facility soils. CDE's activities evidently led 
to widespread chemical contamination at the facility, as 
well as migration of contaminants to areas adjacent to the 
facility. PCBs have been detected in the groundwater, soils 
and in building interiors at the industrial park, at adjacent 
residential, commercial, and municipal properties, and in 
the surface water and sediments of the Bound Brook. High 
levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have been 
found in the facility soils and in groundwater. Since CDE's 
departure from the fecility in 1962, it has been operated as 
a rental property, with over 100 commercial and industrial 
companies operating at the facility as tenants. Some of 
these tenants may have contributed to some site 
contamination, but the PCB and VOC contamination 
appears to be primarily attributable to CDE's operation. 

In 1996, NJDEP conducted a Site Inspection and collected 
surface soil, surface water, and sediment samples at the 
facility property. In June 1996, at the request of NJDEP, 
EPA collected and analyzed additional soil, surfece water 
and sediments at the facility. The results of the sample 
analyses revealed that elevated levels of PCBs, VOCs, and 
inorganics were present at the site. 

As a result of the contamination found at the facility, in 
March 1997, EPA ordered the owner of the facility 
property, D.S.C. of Newark Enterprises, Inc. (DSC), a 
potentially responsible part}' (PRP), to perform a removal 
action to mitigate risks associated with contaminated soil 
and surface water runoff from the facility. The removal 
action included paving driveways and parking areas in 
the industrial park, installing a security fence, and 
implementing drainage controls, and was substantially 
completed by the fall of 1997. 

In 1997, EPA conducted a preliminary investigation of 
the Bound Brook to evaluate the potential impacts of 
contamination on human health and the environment. 
Elevated levels of PCBs were found in fish and sediitients 
of the Bound Brook. As a result of these investigations, 
NJDEP issued a fish consumption advisory for the Bpund 
Brook and its tributaries, including nearby New Market 
Pond and Spring Lake. 

In 1997, EPA began collecting surface soil and interior dust 
samples from residential and commercial properties near 
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4 e CDE fecility. The results of the sampling revealed 
PCBs in soil and interior dust that posed a potential 
health concern for residents of several of the properties 
tested. These investigations led to removal actions at 15 
residential properties, conducted fi-om 1998 to 2000. In 
July 1998, EPA included the CDE site on its National 
Priorities List. 

In 2000, EPA expanded the investigation and began 
collecting soil samples fi-om properties further from the 
CDE facility. This sampling revealed three additional 
properties with PCBs in soil that pose a potential health 
threat to residents. In addition, the sampling revealed 
some properties in need of more extensive sampling. In 
September 2003, EPA selected a remedy to address the 
contaminated soil at properties in the vicinity of the 
former CDE facility. A projected 2,100 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil will be excavated from those properties 
requiring soil cleanup. The remedy includes indoor dust 
remediation where PCB-contaminated dust is 
encountered. Additional sampling is planned for 
properties where right-of-way sampling revealed elevated 
levels of PCBs, to determine whether or not remediation 
is required. The sampling will include exterior soils and 
the collection of dust samples from the interiors of homes. 

Ir 2000, CDE and Dana Corporation initiated discussions 
wi h the Borough of South Plainfield regarding the future 
recevelopment of the Hamilton Industrial Park, amd how 
that redevelopment might be accomplished as part of a 
remedy for the facility soils and buildings, i.e., 0U2. On ••• 
Deamber 6, 2001, the South Plainfield Borough Council 
adop-ed a resolution designating the Hamilton Industrial 
Park ;ind certain lands in the vicinity of the industrial 
park £.: a "Redevelopment Area" pursuant to New Jersey 
Local Redevelopment and Housing Law. The Borough 
retaine j a planning consultant to prepare a redevelopment 
plan foi the designated area, and on July 15, 2002, the 
Boroug 1 Council approved an ordinance adopting the 
redevelcipment plan. EPA has participated in this future-
use planting for the facility as part of the development of 
the FS for this operable unit. 

ENFORCEMENT 

PRPs for the site include Comell-Dubilier Electronics, 
Inc. (CDE 1, Dana Corporation, Dana Corporation 
Foundation, and Federal Pacific Electric Company. In 
addition, DSC, the current owner of the Hamilton 
Industrial Park, has been named as a PRP. Five 
administrat ve orders have been issued to various PRPs 
for the performance of portions of removal actions 

required at the site. 

The first order, a Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) 
issued to DSC in 1997, required the installation and 
maintenance of site stabilization measures, described above. 
In 1998 and 1999, EPA entered into two separate 
Administrative Orders on Consent (AOCs) with PRPs 
concerning the removal of PCB-contaminated soil from 
thirteen properties on Spicer Avenue, Debnore Avenue, and 
Hamilton Boulevard. DSC and CDE signed the 1998 AOC 
(addressing six properties), and Dana and CDE signed the 
1999 AOC (addressing seven properties). EPA issued 
another UAO in 1999 to Federal Pacific Electric and DSC, 
requiring those parties to participate and cooperate in the 
soil removal at the properties covered by the 1999 AOC. In 
April 2000, EPA entered into an AOC with DSC requiring 
the removal of PCB-contaminated soil from one additional 
property on Spicer Avenue. DSC agreed to perform the 
work required imder the AOC, but failed to do so. 

In July 1998, EPA offered the PRPs an opportunity to 
perform a comprehensive study of the site, called a 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS), to 
help determine the nature and extent of contamination. 
After EPA and the PRPs were unable to agree on the scope 
of the RI required at the site, EPA elected to perform the 
RI/FS using federal funds. 

On September 30, 2003, EPA issued a Record of Decision 
for OUl at the site. EPA expects to enter into negotiations 
with some of the PRPs concerning their possible 
performance of the Remedial Design and Rejnedial Action 
(RD/RA) for OUl, and expects to complete tfiose 
negotiations during the summer of 2004. 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS : 

Based on the characteristic surface features of the facility 
property, two major areas can be described. The 
northwestern portion of the Hamilton Industrial Park is 
largely paved or occupied by buildings. This area is 
relatively level. The 18 buildings are constmcted of wood 
frame or brick and several of the buildings are subdivided. 
The buildings are currently used by a variety of commercial 
and industrial tenants. The southeast area of the property is 
primarily an open field, with some wooded areas. The 
property drops steeply to the southeast, and the eastern 
portion of the property consists of wetlands bordering the 
Bound Brook (see Figure 2). 
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commercially manufectured mixtures of PCBs. The 
different mixtures are identified with a four digit number 
(e.g., Aroclor-1254). Aroclors were chosen for evaluation 
because they were used in the former manufecturing 
processes al the CDE facility and are bioaccumulative and 
persistent in the environment. The Aroclore detected at the 
industrial park include Aroclor-1242, Aroclor-1248, 
Aroclor-1254 and Aroclor-1260. The following 
summarizes the results of previous investigations and the 
RI for 0U2. Groundwater monitoring wells were also 
installed and sampled, though groimdwater remediation 
was not evaluated in 0U2. 

Figure 2 - Cross Section of Hamilton Industrial Park 
Not to Scale 

The property is underlaid by the Brunswick Formation, a 
fractured bedrock geologic formation, topped with a layer 
of overburden that is a mixture of glacial deposits and 
man-made fill. The overburden is absent beneath a 
number of the buildings in the northwest comer of the 
property with increasing thickness towards the Bound 
Brook, to a maximum depth of about 15 feet. A 
weathered siltstone unit, approximately 1 to 8 feet thick 
above the bedrock surface, extends beneath most of the 
property. Fill material identified throughout the fecility 
property consisted primarily of cinders, ash, brick, glass, 
netal, slag, and wood fiagments. 

A-ter geophysical investigations identified a number of 
subsurface anomolies, test pits were excavated in the 
cer tral portion of the facility. During excavation of test 
pits within this anomalous area, fill material including 
scraj metal, automobile parts, steel cables, styrofoam 
sheet ng, ceramic electrical components, and 
empt //cmshed drums were unearthed. Near the location 
of a former tmck driving school was found a disposal 
area f )r capacitors manufactured by CDE that failed to 
meet specifications and could not be reused. Some of the 
highest contaminant levels were found in this dumping 
area, a discussed in more detail below. 

Remedi.tl investigative activities performed for 0U2 
consisted of sampling building floor dust, shallow and 
subsurface soil, perched water, drainage system sediment, 
and draii age system standing water. There were many 
chemicah" detected in the soils and buildings at the former 
CDE facility. Some of these chemicals occur as natural 
componer ts of soil and others are present due to past 
activities fssociated with the site. PCBs were identified 
as a conta.Tiinant of concern in previous investigations 

, that started in 1996. "Aroclor" is the trade name given to 

Building Floor Dust 

In 1997, EPA's removal program collected a total of 27 
wipe samples from 12 of the 18 fecility buildings, and 
building material samples (dust and concrete chips) from 
two buildings, and analyzed the samples for PCBs, lead, 
and cadmium. Aroclor-1254, Aroclor-1260, lead, and 
cadmiiun contamination were identified in all 12 buildings 
tested. 

Dust samples collected from the 18 facility buildings in the 
summer of 2000, as part of the RI, revealed PCBs in all 18 
buildings, and elevated PCB concentrations (i.e., greater 
than 500 ppm) present in three buildings. Concentrations 
of Aroclor-1254 as high as 8,300 ppm and lead as high as 
61,700 ppm were measured in the dust samples. Elevated 
metals concentrations were also found in all 18 buildings. 
For example, arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and mercury 
were measured in each of the buildings at a maximum 
concentration of 100 ppm, 428 ppm, 894 ppm, and 24.4 
ppm, respectively. A discernible, consistent concentration 
pattem was not generally present for the detected metals. 

As part of the soil investigation discussed below, borings 
were drilled through the concrete slabs in each of the 
buildings and soil samples were collected from beneath the 
slab. The intent of this effort was to delineate potential 
shallow and upper subsurface soil contamination beneath 
the northwestern portion of the property. The results of this 
sampling revealed that soils beneath the buildings are 
contaminated with various contaminants. 

SoU 

To investigate the potential source areas and determine the 
ex-tent of soil contamination for the facility property, 
shallow (i.e., 0 to 2 feet below ground surface/cover) and 
subsurface (i.e., greater than 2 feet below ground 
surface/cover) soil samples were collected. During the RI, 
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96 shallow soil samples and 59 subsurfece soil san^jles 
were collected, including samples collected from test pits 
excavated within the central portion of the proijerty. 

PCBs are the most prevalent contaminants found on the 
property, and are present as a direct result of former 
CDE facility activities. Shallow and subsurfece soil 
sample analytical results indicated the presence of PCB 
compounds in almost all of the samples collected (92 
percent). Four individual Aroclor constituents (-1242, -
1248, -1254, and -1260) were detected at the property. 
Surface soil sampling revealed PCB concentrations at a 
maximum concentration of 51,000 ppm. Of the 96 
shallow soil samples collected during the RI, 46 samples 
had concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 ppm and 15 
samples had concentrations greater than 500 ppm. 
Subsurface soil sampling revealed PCB concentrations at 
a maximiun concentration of 130,000 ppm. Of the 59 
subsurface soil samples collected during the RI, 16 
samples had concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 ppm 
and 8 samples had concentrations of PCBs greater than 
500 ppm. 

Test pit excavations unearthed capacitors that appeared 
corroded and/or partially bumed. In addition, during 
excavation of test pits, white and blue crystalline powder, 

. electrical components, and other materials were 
ui^earthed. Based on the observed presence of capacitors 
in he test pits and interpretation of the geophysical 
survey, it is estimated that the potential area of buried 
cap ;citor debris is approximately 51,100 square feet. 

Dioxins/Furans T. 

Due t.') the presence of charred debris in the test pits and 
the fei t that burning PCBs can result in the generation of 
dioxin fiirans, a limited set of soil samples were subjected 
to diox'n and fiiran analysis. Although analyzed in only a 
few she How and subsurface soil samples, dioxins and 
furans -vere detected during the 0U2 RI soils 
investig.ition. 

• Indi\'idual dioxin/furan constituents ranged up to 
13,510 pico grams per gram (pg/g). The ma.ximum 
conc( ntrations for the dioxin/furan homologs (i.e., 
compoimds with an equal number of chlorine 
substitutions) was 52,850 pg/g. 

• 2,3,7,i'-TCDD (dioxin) was detected afa ma.ximum 
concertration of 8 parts per billion (ppb). 

PCB Congeners 

Because of the high concentrations of PCBs present in the 
soils in the southeastern portion of the site, a Unuted 
number of surface and subsurfece soil samples underwent 
PCB congener analysis. Individual congeners can have a 
toxicity similar tp dioxin and, if present in suflBcient 
concentrations, can pose a risk higher than the PCB 
congeners that lack the chemical properties of dioxin. 

• Of the 94 congener compounds or compound 
combinations analyzed, up to 72 constituents were 
present. 

• Tlie maximum total PCB congener concentration 
detected in the soils was 39,000 ppm. 

• 3,3',4,4'-tetrachlorobiphenyl, a dioxin-like congener, 
was present at a maximum concentration of 2,200 
ppm. 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Elevated concentrations (i.e., up to ppm levels) of 
chlorinated VOCs in both the subsurface soil and the 
perched water within and/or immediately adjacent to areas 
with elevated concentrations of PCB constituents in the 
soils have likely contributed to the leaching and 
solubilization of the PCB constituents through co-solvency 
effects. 

• Surface soil sampling revealed TCE contamination at a 
maximum concentration of 47 ppm. Subsurface soil 
sampling revealed TCE contamination at a maximum 
concentration of 33 ppm. 

• Elevated levels of cis-1,2-DCE; trans-1,2-DCE; 1,1-
DCE; tetrachloroethene (PCE); TCE; vinyl chloride; 

, methylene chloride; l,2,4-trichloroben2ene; and 1,2-
dichloropropane were also detected in soils. 

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) 

• Elevated concentrations of SVOCs (mainly polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)), up to 1,554 ppm total 
PAHs, were detected in soils. 

Pesticide Compounds 

• Nineteen pesticides were detected across the facility 
property. 
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• Aldrin, dieldrin, and 4,4'-DDE were detected at 
maximum concentrations of 1,100 ppm, 520 ppm, and 
1,200 ppm, respectively. 

Inorganic Compounds 

• Elevated concentrations of 23 different metals were 
detected across the fecility property. 

• Arsenic and lead were detected at maximum 
concentrations of 1,060 ppm and 52,600 ppm, 
respectively. 

Perched Water 

Water encountered in the overburden soil and weathered 
bedrock intervals during the RI was sampled to 
characterize potential source areas, to evaluate potential 
zones of contamination, and to identify potential 
contamination migration pathways. 

• PCBs , PCB congeners, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, 
and metals were detected at elevated concentrations 
in the perched water samples collected in the 
overburden soil. 

J^acility Drainage System 

As part of the RI, an investi, nation of the facility drainage 
system was conducted to det 'rmine the level of 
contamination in the drainage system and to determine the 
potential for the system to be i source and/or facilitate 
the transport of contamination 

Dye testing indicated that the fi cility drainage system is 
connected to outfalls that disck rge to the Bound Brook. 
The e?dsting facility drainage sy >tem sends surface water 
runoff from the industrial park t.' the Bound Brook. The 
investigation also revealed that fi 50r drains located within 
the buildings at the industrial par .•; are connected to this . 
facility c^ainage system. 

t • • 

PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and metals were 
detected î i sediment and standing v 'ater samples collected 
from the catch basins. 

The site stabilization measures (i.e.. paving and silt 
fencing) thpt were implemented by t le property owner in 
1997 have mitigated the potential fc< site contaminants to 
reach the Bound Brook through ovei'and runoff and 
through the facility drainage system. However, this 
migration route continues to remain a potential threat. 

Groundwater 

Groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the 
Hamilton Industrial Park at depths ranging from 32 feet to 
62 feet, with groimdwater found at approximately 35 feet 
below ground surfece (bgs), in the bedrock unit. Based on 
the investigation conducted to date, groundwater flow is to 
the northwest. Sampling results revealed that groundwater 
at the site is very highly contaminated with VOCs and 
PCBs, with PCBs present as a result of high VOC content 
and cosolvency effects. Concentrations of TCE as high as 
120,000 parts per billion (ppb) and PCBs as high as 84 ppb 
were measured in the groundwater samples. Elevated levels 
of VOCs and PCBs were also detected in the perched water 
sampled during excavation of the test pits and installation 
of the groundwater monitoring wells. The horizontal and 
vertical extent of groundwater contamination has not been 
determined because all of the existing monitoring wells 
have been installed within the industrial park. However, 
additional groundwater monitoring wells will be installed to 
adequately characterize flow conditions and the extent of 
contamination. The results of this additional work will be 
presented in the RJ/FS for groundwater. 

Soils at the industrial park contaminated with PCBs and 
VOCs appear to be an ongoing source of groundwater 
contamination. Metals found at elevated levels in soils 
were not found in the groundwater and, therefore, the 
facility soils do not appear to be a continuing groundwater 
threat based upon the metals content. 

Cultural Resources Assessment 

In May 2003, a Stage lA Cultural Resource Investigation 
was perfomied pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 47. Based on this 
Stage lA Investigation, it has been determined that many 
buildings at the Hamilton Industrial Park have the potential 
to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The NRHP eligibility would derive primarily 
from the activities of the Spicer Manufacturing 
Corporation, and its successor, Dana Corporation. 

The first major industry within South Plainfield began in 
1912 with the construction of the Spicer Manufacturing 
Corporation plant on the site of the existing Hamilton 
Industrial Park. The company's founder, Clarence Spicer, 
designed the "universal joint" transmission when an 
engineering student at Comell University and received a 
patent in 1903. Until the company's departure to Ohio in 
the late 1920's, the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation 
manufactured the "universal joint", an essential drive-shaft 
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component of automobiles, at this fecility. As a result of 
this investigation, it has been determined that standing 
structures at the Hamilton Industrial Park should be 
recorded for the New Jersey Historic Preservation OflBce 
(NJHPO) and evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. Although 

' the standing structures probably do not meet NRHP-
criteria based on architectural integrit>', the stmctures at 
the Hamilton Industrial Park should be evaluated for 
historical significance. 

Cultural resources survey maps from NJHPO indicate 
that archeological sites, as well as many hthic scatters, 
have been identified along the banks of Bound Brook. 
Prehistoric setdement patterns were highly focused over 
more than 8,000 years along the wetland margins of the 
stream terraces along the Bound Brook. One prehistoric 
site has been identified on the property of the CDE site 
along the north bank of the Bound brook. Five 
prehistoric sites were identified in the general vicinity of 
the former CDE facility, and a large prehistoric site was 
excavated to the east of the facility property. 

The facility property was identified as the location for a 
circa 1800 sawTnill. The NJHPO files indicate that the 
Brookljn Mills historic mill complex (circa 1702) was 
formerly located in South Plainfield, and in 1974, 
surviving foundations were nominated for the NRHP; 
however, no action was takeir to hst the property. A 
blacksmith shop (circa. J 895^ and the destroyed Randolph 
Burial Ground (circa 1790) w ;re located north of the 
CDBsite. No'properties in South Plainfield are presently 
listed on the NRHP. 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THi. ACTION 

For the'purposes of planning resi)onse actions, EPA has 
addressed the site in separate opi rable units. The 
September 2003 ROD selected a -emedy for OUl, the 
contaminated residential, commei cial, and municipal 
properties in the vicinity of the fo mer CDE fecility. This 
ProposediPlan addresses 0U2, coi laminated soils and 
buildings at the former CDE facili y. EPA's findings 
indicate the presence of "principal (hreat" wastes at the 
facility, which are also addressed b,- this Proposed Plan. 

Future Proposed Plans will address ,)ther contamination 
problems posed by the site. EPA's i emedial investigation 
of the groundwater and Bound Broo c contamination are 
ongoing and will be addressed in subsequent operable 
units. J 

WHAT IS A -PRINCIPAL THREAr ? 

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use 
treatment to address the principal threats posed by a site 
wherever practicable (NCP Section 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)). The 
"principal threar concept is applied to the characterization of 
'source materials" at a Superfund site. A source material is 
material that includes or contains hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration 
of contamination to groundvtrater, surface water or air, or acts 
as a source for direct exposure. Principal threat wastes are 
those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly 
mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained, or would 
present a significant risk to human health or the environment 
should exposure occur. EPA's August 1990 guidance, entitled: 
'A Guide on Remedial Actions af Superfund Sites with PCB 
Contamination', states that principal threats will include soils 
contaminated at industrial sites at concentrations greater than 
or equal to 500 ppm total PCBs. The decision to treat ttiese 
v^stes is made on a site-specific basis through a detailed 
analysis of the altematives using the nine remedy selection 
criteria. This analysis provides a basis for making a statutory 
finding that the remedy employs treatment as a principal 
element. In addition, NJDEP has recommended that soils 
contaminated with VOCs in excess of 1 ppm may also be a 
source of ground^rater contamination, and soils in excess of 
that criterion are also considered principal threat waste. 

€» 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

As part of the RI/FS for 0U2, EPA conduaed a baseline 
risk assessment to estimate the current and future effects of 
contaminants in soils and buildings on human health and 
the environment. A baseline risk assessment is an analysis 
of the potential adverse human health and ecological effects 
caused by hazardous substance release from a site in the 
absence of any actions or controls to mitigate these under 
current and future land uses. The industrial park is 
bounded by residential, commercial, and muhfcipal 
properties, the Bound Brook, and the Coruail rail line. The 
industrial park is currently zoned for commercial/industrial 
use. According to the Borough of South Plainfield, it is 
anticipated that the fiiture land use for the industrial park 
will be commercial/industrial. 

Human Health Risks 

The Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA) 
focused on current and fiiture health effects to both children 
and adults in an industrial setting. The most likely current 
populations at risk of exposure are trespassers and 
commercial/industrial workers. The industrial scenario, in 
the absence of institutional controls, included potential 
trespassing onto the site by children (10 to 18 years) and 
on-site indoor and outdoor workers. These receptor 
populations were considered "reasonable maximum 
exposure," and therefore protective of human health under 
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this land use. Exposures that could result from current 
and future direct contact with contaminated soil and 
indoor dust, such as incidental ingestion, dermal contact, 
and inhalation of contaminants in air, were evaluated in 
the BHHRA. 

There were many chemicals detected in the soils and 
buildings at the former CDE fkcihty. Some of these 
chemicals occur as natural components of soil and others 
are present due to past activities associated with the site. 
PCBs were identified as a contaminant of concem in 
previous investigations that started in 1996. "Aroclor" is 
the trade name given to commercially-manufectured 
mixtures of PCBs. The different mixtures are identified 
with a four digit number (e.g., Aroclor-1254). Aroclors 
were chosen for evaluation because they were used in the 
former manufecturing processes at the CDE fecility and 
are bioaccumulative and persistent in the environment. 
The Aroclors detected at the industrial park include 
Aroclor-1242, Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254 and Aroclor-
1260. Other contaminants of concem that were identified 
include, but are not limited to; dioxins, furans, VOCs 
(such as benzene, 1,1 -DCE, PCE, TCE, vinyl chloride), 
SVOCs (aldrin, dieldrin, 4,4'-DDT, gamma chlordane 
and heptachlor epoxide), and inorganics (such as arsenic 
and lead). To determine what chemicals were of concem 
-at the site, each-chemical defected was compared against 
criteria that included potentit.' toxicity and frequency of 
-detectitm^ —_ 

For the purpose of the BHHR/-., the facility property was, 
divided into two areas, denoted Area A (generally the 
western part of the property) an 1 Area B (generally the 
eastempart of the property), refecting the historical 
property usage. The data was si' )sequently subdivided 
by type: surface soil, all soil (suri ace soil combined with 
subsurface soil samples) and buil iing dust samples, 
resulting-in a total of five data set'! 

The statistical analysis identified a number of data points 
that were considered statistical outi ers within the data 
sets. Therefore, for those data sets, a chemical-specific 
exposure point concentration (EPC) was calculated 
including the outliers and another El C was calculated 
excluding thg outliers to provide a rengc of risks that are 
discussed in̂ the risk characterization. 

T 

EPA's statistical evaluation of the da a found that 
exposure to site-related contaminants .vas associated with 
increased excess lifetime cancer risks . jid non-cancer 
health hazardp, with PCBs as the prim ary contributor to 

the risk. This evaluation indicates that there is a potential 
cancer risk and non-cancer health hazard to current and 
future trespassers; current and future site workers (indoor 
and outdoor); and future constmction workers from the 
contaminated soils and building dust. For example, results 
of the risk assessment indicate that the cancer and non
cancer risk estimates for the trespasser to the eastern 
portion of the site (including the outliers), identified as Area 
B in the BHHRA, are 6.0 x lO'̂ and 1100, respectively. 
The cancer and non-cancer risk estimates for the outdoor 
site worker to the eastern portion of the site (including the 
outliers), identified as Area B in the BHHRA, are 2.4 x 10"' 
and 1700, respectively. TTie cancer and non-cancer risk 
estimates for the future constmction worker from the 
contaminated soils in Area B are 3.0 x 10"̂  and 3800, 
respectively. Results of the risk assessment indicate that 
the cancer risk estimates are within the acceptable risk 

WHAT ARE THE "CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN"? 

EPA has identified several contaminants that pose the greatest potential 
risk to human health at the industrial paric. The primary contaminant of 
concem is polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 

PCBs: PCBs is the contaminant that drives the soil and building dust 
risk. PCBs were detected in surface soils (0 to 2 feet) at the industrial 
park at a maximum concentration of 51,000 parts per million (ppm) and 
in the subsurface (2 to 6 feet) at a maximum concentration of 130,000 
pprii. PCBs were detected in building dust at a maximum concentration 
of 8^00 ppm. 

PCBs were widely used as a fire preventative and insulator in the 
manufacture of transformers, capacitors, and other electrical equipment 
because of their abilit>' to withstand exceptionally high tenq>eratures. 
The manufacture of PCBs stopped in the United Sutes in 1977. 

EPA has determined that PCBs cause cancer in animals and prolwbty 
cause cancer in humans. Serious non-cancer health effects have been 
oljserved in animals exposed to PCBs. Studies of Rhesus roonkies 
exposed to PCBs indicate a reduced ability to fig^ infection and reduced 
birth weight in offspring e}qx)sed in utero. 

Other contaminants of concem included PAHs, pesticides, metals and 
volatile organic compounds. The potential health effects associated with 
these chemicals, based primarily on animal studies include: 
neuroto.xicity, effects on the liver and other organs such as 
developmental toxicity, reproductive toxicity, and immunotoxicity. 

Below is a list of some of the other contaminants of concern al the 
industrial park along with their corresponding maximum concentrations: 

Maximum Concentration Detected (ppm) 
Contaminant 
aldrin 
arsemc 
dieldrin 
dioxin 
gamma chlordane 
heptochlor epoxide 
4,4'-DDT 
lead 
TCE 

Soil 
1,100 
1.060 
520 
0.008 
8,200 
1,200 
25,000 
52,600 
47 

BuildinK 
n/a 
100 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
61.700 
n/a 
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range for the current and future indoor site worker in 
Area A (1.2x10'*). However, the non-cancer risk 
estimate for the current and future site worker is 150. In 
addition, the cancer risk estimates are within the 
acceptable risk range for the future constmction worker 
(1.8 X 10'') when evaluating exposure to both the surface 
and subsurfece soil without the outliers in Area A. 
However, the non-cancer risk estimate for the future 
constmction worker when evaluating exposure to both the 
surface and subsurfece soil in Area A is 21. Detailed 
results of the risk assessment can be found in the RI 
Report for 0U2. A summary of the cancer risks and 
non-cancer health hazards is provided in Table 1, on page 
23, of this plan. These risk estimates are based on 
current reasonable maximum exposure scenarios and 
were developed by taking into account various 
conservative assumptions about the frequency and 
duration of an individual's exposure to the surface and 
subsurface soils, building dust, as well as the toxicity of 
the contaminants of concem. 

Ecological Risks 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related 
ecological risks for a reasonable maximum exposure 
scenario: Problem Formulation—a qualitative 
evaluation of contaminant rek ase, migration, and fate; 
identification of contaminants (f concern, receptors, 
exposure pathways, and known ecological effects of the 
contaminants; and selection of e idpoints for fiirther 
study. Exposure Assessment—; quantitative evaluation ' 
of contaminant release, migratioi, and fate; 
characterization of exposure path vays and receptors; and 
measurement or estimation of exposure point 
concentrations. Ecological EffecU Assessment 
—literature reviews, field studies,; nd toxicity 
tests, linkifig contaminant concentr tions to effects on 
ecological receptors. Risk Charact. rization— 
measuremgjt or estimation of both t urrent and future 
adverse effects. 

An ecological risk assessment (ERA) was performed at 
the former CDE facility. The objecti\ e of the ERA was 
to assess potential risks to terrestrial i xeptors from 
contaminants found at the site. The ei ^logical 
assessment consisted of a number of fi ;ld investigations 
including a wetland investigation, a ter estrial and aquatic 
habitat characterization, a wildlife surv jy, and a 
floodplain assessment. In addition, an . valuation of 
documented endangered and threatened 5pecies in the 
vicinit}' of the former CDE facility was ;onducted. The 

WHAT IS RISK AND HOW IS FT CALCULATED? 

A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment is an 
analysis of the potential adverse health effects caused by 
hazardous substance releases from a site in the absence of any 
actions to control or mitigate these under current- and future-land 
uses. A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related 
human health risks for reasonable maximum exposure scenarios. 

Hazard Identification: In this step, ttte contaminants of concem 
at the site in various media (i.e., soil, groundwater, surface vrater, 
and air) are kjentified based on such factors as toxicity, 
frequency of occunence, and fate and transport of the 
contaminants in the environment, concentrations of the 
contaminants in specific media, mobility, persistence, and 
bioaccumulation. 

Exposure Assessment: In this step, tfie different exposure 
pathvi^ys through which people might be exposed to ttte 
contaminants identified in the previous step are evaluated. 
Examples of exposure pathvtrays include incidental ingestion of 
and dermal contact vtnth contaminated soil. Factors relating to 
the exposure assessment include, but are not limited to, the 
concentrations that people might be exposed to and the potential 
frequency and duration of exposure. Using these factors, a 
'reasonable maximum exposure' scenario, which portrays the 
highest level of human exposure ttiat could reasonably be 
expected to occur, is calculated. 

Toxicity Assessment: In this step, the types of adverse health 
effects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship 
between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse 
effects (response) are determined. Potential health effects are 
chemical-specific and may include the risk of developing cancer 
over a lifetime or other non-cancer health effects, such as 
changes in the normal functions of organs virithin the body (e.g., 
changes in the effectiveness of the immune system). Some 
chemicals are capable of causing both cancer and non-cancer 
health effects. 

Risl< Characterization: This step summarizes and combines 
exposure information and toxicity assessments to provide a 
quantitative assessment of site risks. Exposures are evaluated 
based on the potential risk of developing cancer and tfiepotential 
for non-cancer health hazards. The likelihood of an individual 
developing cancer is expressed as a prot>abllity. For example, a 
ICr* cancer risk means a "one-in-ten-thousand excess cancer 
risk"; or one additional cancer may be seen in a population of 
10,000 people as a result of exposure to site contaminants under 
the conditions explained in the Exposure Assessment. Current 
Superfund guideline? for acceptable exposures are an individual 
lifetime excess cancer risk In the range of ICT* to 10* 
(corresponding to a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million 
excess cancer risk). For non-cancer health effects, a 'hazard 
index" (HI) is calculated. An HI represents the surh of the 
individual exposure levels compared to their corresponding 
reference doses. The key concept for a non-cancer HI is that a 
"threshold level' (measured as an HI of less than 1) exists below 
which non<ancer health effects are not expected to occur. 

ecological risk assessment considered the facility soils as 
the primary medium of concem. Although no significant 
habitat for ecological receptors was identified in the 
developed portion of the facility, the undeveloped portion of 
the industrial park was deemed as supporting a diverse 
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assOTiblage of wildlife and as representing significant 
habitat for ecological receptors. Based on the ERA, 
ecological receptors associated with the undeveloped 
areas of the fecihty property may be at excess risk from 
site-related contaminants. A detailed discussion of this 
assessment can be found in the RI Report for 0U2. An 
ERA for the Bound Brook will be conducted as part of 
the operable unit that includes surfece water and 
associated wetlands. 

It is EPA's current judgment that the Preferred 
Altematives identified iii this Proposed Plan, or one of the 
other active measures considered in the Proposed Plan, 
are necessary to protect human health or welfere or the 
environment from actual or threatened releases of 
hazardous substances into the environment. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

The following remedial action objectives for 
contaminated soils and buildings address the human 
health risks and environmental concems at the former 
CDE fecility: 

• Reduce or eliminate exposure to contaminated soils 
and building material that present an unacceptable 
risk to human health and tiie environment; - - -

• Prevent/minimize migration of contamination to the 
Bound Brook from surface s >ils; and 

• Reduce or eliminate the mign tion of site 
contaminants from soil and de >ris to the 
groundwater. 

In evaluating how best to achieve these RAOs, the planned 
property redevelopment contemplated by the Borough of 
South Plainfield is a significant consideration. The 
Borough of South Plainfield has communicated its intention 
to pursue the redevelopment of the former CDE fecihty for 
commercial/retail uses, and EPA has developed Cleanup 
Goals that would be protective under a current-use scenario 
and a redevelopment scenario, but that would not allow for 
unrestricted use of the property (e.g., residential use would 
not be contemplated). 

EPA's August 1990 guidance entitled "A guide on 
Remedial Actions at Superfund Sites with PCB 
contamination" recommends a cleanup goal of I ppm for 
unrestricted land use and a range between 10-25 ppm for 
commercial/industrial properties. For this site, EPA has 
identified a Cleanup Goal of 10 ppm for PCBs for direct 
contact with soils. The State of New Jersey has developed 
State-wide residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion 
for PCBs of 0.49 ppm and non-residential direct contact 
soil cleanup criterion for PCBs of 2 ppm for 
commercial/industrial properties, wluch are "To Be 
Considered" criteria. 

EPA's 1990 PCB guidance states that principal threats will 
include contaminated soils at concentrations greater than or 
equal to 500 ppm PCBs at commercial or industrial sites, 
and EPA has identified this principal threat Cleanup Goal 
for-soils at the site. New Jersey has also developed impact-
to-groundwater cleanup criteria of 1 ppm for VOCs in 
soils, which EPA has identified as a Cleanup Goal for the 
site to address soils that may act as a continuing source of 
ground water contamination. 

t 

SUMMA Y OF SOIL AND BUILDING REMEDIAL ALTERNATTVeS • .. | 

Medium 

i: 

SOIL 

BUILDINGS 

Source''.ontroi 
Altemc aves 

s--. 
S-2 

S-3 

S-4 

S-5 

B-1 

B-2 

B-3 

Description 

No Action 

Excavation; Off-Site Disposal with Treatment (if 
necessary)/lnstitutional Controls 

Principal Threat Excavation; Off-Site Disposal with Treatment (if 
necessary)/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls 

Soil Vapor Extraction/Solidification/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional 
Controls 

Low Temperature Thermal Desorption/Muiti-Layer Cap/Institutional 
Controls 

No Action 

Decontamination and Surface Encapsulation/Institutional Controls 

Demolition/Off-Site Disposal 
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EPA's April 1998 guidance entitled " Approach for 
Addressing Dioxin in Soil at CERCLA and RCRA Sites" 
recommends that, for commercial/ industrial exposure 
scenarios, a range of 5 ppb to 20 ppb (TEQs) should 
generally be used as a starting point for setting Cleanup 
Goals for sites with dioxin in surfece soil. 

While other contaminants, such as arsenic and lead, were 
identified in the risk assessment as incremental 
contributors to the direct contact risks posed by the site, 
EPA has not identified specific Cleanup Goals for these 
other contaminants because the primary risk driver,-
PCBs, is ubiquitous across the site, and EPA expects that 
remedies that adequately address the risks posed by PCBs 
would also address these other contaminants. 

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

Remedial Altematives for 0U2 soils and buildings are 
presented below. CERCLA requires that if a remedial 
action is selected that results in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site above 
levels that allow for unlimited use and um-estricted 
exposure, EPA must review the action no less often than 
every five years after initiation of the action. In addition, 
institutional controls (e.g., a deed notice in the form of an 
easement or covenant) to limit tie use of portions of the 
property may be required. The t,spe of restriction and 
enforceability may need to1)e det rmined after completion 
of the remedial altemative selecteti in the ROD. 
Consistent with expectations set oi t in the Superfund 
regulations, none of the remedies r.ly exclusively on 
institutional controls to achieve productiveness. The time . 
frames below for constmction do no: include the time for 
remedial design or the time to procui ? contracts. 

The remedial altematives evaluated i • this Proposed Plan 
were limited for several reasons. For sxample, although 
there exist several different methods tr > decontaminate 
PCB-contaminated building surfaces (.e., 
vacuum/pressure wash, acid etch, scar fication and 
wipe/solvent wash), these methods wer; evaluated as a 
single altemative to allow the parties pt rforming the work 
the fle.xibility to select the most appropi ;ate method based 
on the specific conditions encountered ii each of the 
buildings. ', 

Due to the cheriiical and physical hetero£ sneity of the 
contaminated soil, the altematives that w juld 
permanently address the facility soil are I'mited. 
Chemical characteristics of the soil incluo; PCBs, VOCs, 

SVOCs, and metals. Physical characteristics of the soil 
include the presence of man-made fill (gravel, cinders, ash, 
slag) and debris (brick, glass fiagments, wood, metal 
fi^agments, capacitors). Since principal threat wastes are 
associated with 0U2, treatment of the contaminated soil 
was considered as a principal element of some of the 
ahemadves. 

Common Elements 

Some of the stmctures at the industrial park have the 
potential to qualify as historic properties because of the 
activities of the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a 
result, further investigation must be performed to determine 
if the on-site stmctures qualify- as historic properties. Since 
Altematives B-2 and B-3 would affect the stmctures, it 
would be necessary to develop an approach to mitigate the 
effects of the remedial action. It is expected that such an 
approach would involve performing additional historical 
research and recordation of the stmctures. 

Several of the soil altematives include common 
components. The industrial park consists of approximately 
26 acres. A portion of this area is federally-designated 
wetlands. EPA is using the 500-year flood line as a natural 
boundary to determine the extent of soil remediation under 
this plan. The total impacted area addressed under this 
Proposed Plan is approximately 20 acres. The remaining 
six aeres-of low-lying wetlands will be addressed as part of 
a subsequent operable unit that addresses the Bound Brook 
sediments and adjacent wetlands areas. Altematives S-2 
through S-5 require the excavation of the capacitor disposal 
area and off-site disposal of approxiinately 7,500 cubic 
yards of soil and debris found therein (see Figure 3). 
Although the capacitor disposal area poses a principal 
threat, treatment of all of the excavated debris was not 
considered because of the nature of the waste (substantially 
debris not amenable to treatment). The Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) and the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) are federal laws that mandate 
procedures for managing, treating, transporting, storing, 
and disposing of hazardous substances. The excavated 
soils and debris with PCB concentrations greater than 50 
ppm would be transported to a TSCA landfill. Any other 
contaminated soils that are transported off-site for disposal 
would be subject to RCRA disposal regulations. 

Since contaminants would remain in soil above EPA's PCB 
cleanup goal for unrestricted use (1.0 ppm) recommended 
in EPA's 1990 PCB guidance, as well as the State of New 
Jersey's most protective soil cleanup criteria for PCBs 
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(0.49 ppm) and New Jersey's residential direct contact 
soil cleanup criterion for inorganics, institutional controls 
would be employed to ensure that any future site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of 
the property. In addition, since Alternatives S-1 through 
S-5 result in contaminants remaining on-site above 
acceptable levels, a review of the site at least every 5 
years would be required. The anticipated future uses for 
the industrial park being considered by the Borough of 
South Plainfield are consistent with this future-use 
scenario. 

Altematives S-3 through S-5 require contaminated soils 
containing less than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm 
PCBs to be capped by use ofa multi-layer cap. Soils 
containing PCBs greater than New Jersey's non
residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion of 2 ppm 
would be subject to engineering controls. Hardscape 
(i.e., that part of the site consisting of stmctures, parking 
areas and walkways, made with hard materials) could be 
used in place of capping. Altemative S-2 would also 
require engineering controls. 

Due to the limited dioxin data collected at the site, - . 
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 w puld require additional 
soil sampling to determine if die Kins and furans would 
need to be addressed. 

vapor mitigation systems would n^d to be evaluated for 
on-site buildings under each of the remedial altematives. 

SOIL ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative S-1: No Action 

Estimated Capital Cost: $0 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: SO 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $0 
Estimated Construction Timeframe: None 

Regulations governing the Superfund program generally 
require that the "no action" altemative be evaluated to 
establish a baseline for comparison. Under this altemative, 
EPA would take no action at the Hamilton Industrial Park 
to prevent exposure to the soil contamination and the 
contaminated soil would be left in place. Existing 
temporary measures (i.e., paving and fencing) would 
provide litnited protectiveness, if maintained. 
Redevelopment of the industrial park would pose a high 
risk of direct contact exposure to constmction workers and 
fiiture users, and may exacerbate off-site contaminant 
migration. Because contaminated soil would be left in 
place under this altemative, a review of the remedy every 
Jive years would be required. 

Alternative S-2: ̂ xcavation/Off-Site Disposal/ 
Institutional Controls 

t 

Based on the results of the Stage ] A. Cultural Resource 
Investigajion, the southeastem poi tion of the site may 
contain former land surfaces and ai sociated cultural 
resources that relate to pre-historic lUid/or early historic 
time periods. Altematives S-2 throi gh S-5 may expose 
or disturb archeological cultural res mrces that may be 
eligible forHhe NRHP. If eligible su''surface 
archeological sites are discovered wi'; hin the facility 
property, aiid the remedial altemative will affect these 
significant prroperties, than an approa: h, such as data 
recovery, would be developed to resol 'e or mitigate the 
effects of the remedial action. 

c 
Because the Borough of South Plainfieid's redevelopment 
plans anticipate commercial reuse of the property, EPA 
considered the potential for vapor intms on of VOCs 
from residual contamination. EPA concuded that vapor 
intmsion may pose a human healtli concern under various 
future-use scenarios. While the remedia' altematives 
considered in this Proposed Plan would b? expected to 
substantially reduce the potential for vap'.̂ r intmsion, 

Estimated Capital Cost: 5111,000,000 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $124,000 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $114,000,000 
Estimated Construction Timeframe: 2 years 

This altemative consists of the excavation of soils 
containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 10 ppm and 
contaminated soils that exceed New Jersey's Impact to 
Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) for 
contaminants other than PCBs. Under this altemative, an 
estimated 278,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil would 
be excavated and transported off-site for proper disposal at 
a RCRA or TSCA-regulated landfill, as appropriate, based 
on the concentrations of P C B S in the excavated soils. This 
would include an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil and debris from the capacitor disposal 
areas that would be excavated and transported off-site for 
disposal (see Figure 4). If necessary, in order to meet the 
requirements of the disposal facilities, treatment of the soil 
may be needed using a range of the technologies identified 
in the Feasibility Stiidy prior to land disposal. 

12 

500247 



t 

Post-excavation sampling would be performed to confirm 
that the specified cleanup levels have been achieved. Any 
cleanup level exceedances detected during the post-
excavation confirmatory' sampling would result in 
additional excavation, treatment (if necessary), and off-
site disposal. Once excavation activities have been 
completed, the excavations would be backfilled with 
clean soil or non-contaminated on-site soils that were 
excavated (i.e., soils excavated to reach contaminated 
soils at depth) and the surface would be paved and/or 
vegetated based on the planned fiiture uses. 

Altemative S-2 would resuh in soil contaminated with 
PCBs remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for 
unrestricted use. Therefore, engineering and institutional 
controls would be employed to ensure that any future site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit future imrestricted use of 
the property. 

Alternative S-3: "Principal Threat" Excavation; Off-
Site Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/ 
Institutional Controls 

Estimated Capital Cost: $58,000,000 
Estimated Annual O & M Cost: $560,000 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $72,000,000 
Estimated Construction Timefra'-ie:! to 2years __ 

This alteniative consists of the exc .vation of soils 
containing PCBs at concentrations :;reater than 500 ppm 
and contaminated soils that exceed >'ew Jersey's 
IGWSCC for contaminants other the a PCBs. Under this 
altemative, an estimated 114,500 cubic yards of 
contaminated soil would be excavate<' and transported 
off-site for proper disposal at a TSC^.-regulated landfill 
(see Figure 5). This amount would in̂  lude an estimated 
7,500 cubic yards of contaminated soi and debris from 
the capacitor disposal areas that would be excavated and 
transported off-site for disposal. If nee "ssary, in order to 
meet the requirements of the disposal fa ilities, treatment 
of the soil may be needed using a range if the 
technologies identified in the Feasibility :"tudy prior to 
land disposal. 

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but 
greater than 10 ppm PCBs, would be capj^ed by use ofa 
multi-layer cap. Soils containing PCBs gsater than New 
Jersey's non-residential direct contact soil cleanup 
criterion of 2 ppr^ would be subject to engineering 

controls. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the site consisting of 
stmctures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard 
materials) could be used in place of capping. The total area 
to be capped would be approximately 20 acres. 

In some instances, contaminated soil may be re-used on-
site. For example, soil with contaminant concentrations 
below the specified cleanup levels that is excavated to reach 
more contaminated soil at depth may be able to be reused 
as fill under the multi-layer cap. 

Altemative S-3 would result in soil contaminated with 
PCBs remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for 
unrestricted use. Therefore, engineering and institutional 
controls would be employed to ensure that any future site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit fiiture unrestricted use of 
the property. 

Alternative S-4: Soil Vapor Extraction/Solidincation/ 
Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls 

Estimated Capital Cost: $25,000,000 
Estimated Annual SVE Operating 
Cost (4years):.._ . . _ $330^000 
Estimated Annual O &MCost 
( S O y e a r s ) : ' " ' "' '$440,660 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $36,000,000 
Estimated Construction Timeframe: 2 to 3 years 

This altemative consists ofa combination of technologies to 
address the contaminated soils at the former'CDE fecility. 
In order to address volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
above IGWSCC, this altemative includes installation ofa 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) system. In addition, this 
altemative includes the solidification of soils with PCBs at 
concentrations greater than 500 ppm. Approximately 
107,000 cubic yards of soil would be solidified. This 
altemative also includes the excavation of the capacitor 
disposal area and off-site disposal of approximately 7,500 
cubic yards of soil and debris found therein. If necessary, 
in order to meet the requirements of the disposal facilities, 
treatment of the soil may be needed using a range of the 
technologies identified in the Feasibility Study prior to land 
disposal. 

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but 
greater than 10 ppm PCBs, would be capped by use ofa 
multi-layer cap. Soils containing PCBs greater than New 
Jersey's non-residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion 
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of 2 ppm would be subject to engineering controls. 
Hardscape (i.e., that part of the site consisting of 
stmctures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard 
materials) could be used in place of capping. The total 
area to be capped would be approximately 20 acres. 

Altemative S-4 would result in soil contaminated with 
PCBs remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for 
unrestricted use. Therefore, engineering and institutional 
controls would be employed to ensure that any future site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit fiiture imrestricted use of 
the property. 

Alternative S-5: Low Temperature Thermal 
Desorpfion/Multi-Layer Cap/ 
Institutional Controls 

Estimated Capital Cost: $40,000,000 
Estimated Annual LTTD Operating 
Cost (4 to 5 years): $640,000 
Estimated Annual O & M Cost: $440,000 
(30 years) 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $52,000,000 
Estimated (Construction Time frame: J to 7 years 

i 

This altemative consists of the theTnal desorption of 
approximately 107,000 cubic yard- of soil containing 
PCBs at concentrations greater tha: 500 ppm and 
contaminated soils that exceed IGW 5CC for 
contaminants other than PCBs. Thi; altemative would 
require the constmction and operation ofa Low 
Temperature-Thermal Desorption (L'.TD) unit at the site. 
LTTD is a physical separation proces , whereby 
contaminants are typically destroyed i i a combustion 
chamber and the off-gas is treated. Ui ler this 
altemative, contaminated soils would b ; treated on site. 
The excavatedareas would be backfille .1 with the treated 
soils. In addition, an estimated 7,500 c; bic yards of 
contaminated soil and debris from the « pacitor disposal 
areas would be excavated and transportt 1 off-site for 
disposal. 

For cost-estimatipn purposes, the FS assumed that all of 
the 107,000 cubic yards of soil would be ; menable to on-
site treatment; hojvever, several factors mi y limit the 
ability of an on-site LTTD unit to accomn odate this 
entire volume. The capacitor disposal are£ s have already 

. been excluded from the treatable soil volun e in this 
Altemative, but other soil handling factors additional 

debris, mixed PCB and VOC contamination) may preclude 
the cost-effective treatment of some soil. Also, the PCB 
contaminant levels vary widely across the site, and the most 
highly-contaminated soils may not be effectively treated 
with an on-site unit. Off-site disposal would be required 
for these soils that are not amenable to treatment. 
Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but 
greater than 10 ppm PCBs, would be capped by use ofa 
multi-layer cap. Soils containing PCBs greater than New 
Jersey's non-residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion 
of 2 ppm would be subject to engineering controls. 
Hardscape (i.e., that part of the site consisting of stmctures, 
parking areas and walkways, made with hard materials) 
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be 
capped is approximately 20 acres. 

Altemative S-5 would resuh in soil contaminated with 
PCBs remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for 
unrestricted use. Therefore, engineering and institutional 
controls would be employed to ensure that any future site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of 
the property. 

BUILDING ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative B-1: No Action 

Estimated Capital Cost: $0 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $0 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $0 
Estimated Construction Timeframe: None" • 

Regulations governing the Superfund program generally 
require that the "no action" altemative be evaluated to 
establish a baseline for comparison. Under this altemative, 
EPA would take no action at the 18 buildings located at the 
Hamilton Industrial Park to prevent exposure to the 
contaminated stmctures. Because contaminated buildings 
would be left in place under this altemative, a review of the 
remedy every five years would be required. 

Alternative B-2: Decontamination and Surface 
Encapsulation/Institutional Controls 

Estimated Capital Cost: 512,000,000 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: $220,000 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $18,000,000 
Estimated Construction Timeframe: 1 to 2 years 
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In this altemative, surfece decontamination would be 
combined with surfece encapsulation and institutional 
controls. Decontamination involves the removal of 
surfece contamination from surfaces up to several 
centimeters in depth depending on the method used (i.e., 
vacuum/pressure wash, acid etch, scarification and 
wipe/solvent wash). In many cases, extensive 
decontamination would be required to render buildings 
acceptable for future use. Surface encapsulation (e.g., 
epoxy coating) allows PCB-contaminated porous surfeces 
to be managed in place while the buildings remain in 
service, provided that the buildings are surface washed, 
encapsulated, and marked to indicate the presence of 
PCBs. 

This altemative would also include long-term sampling 
and monitoring to assess any changes in site conditions. 
Five-year reviews, as required by CERCLA, would also 
be performed to assess the need for future remedial 
actions. Pubhc awareness programs would be 
implemented to inform the public and local officials about 
potential hazards posed by exposure to the contaminated 
buildings materials. In addition, institutional controls 
would be employed to ensure that any future site 
activities would be performed with knowledge of the site 
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and that the buildii.gs would not be used 
for any purposes that would be inconsistent with the 

continued presence of PCBs within the building materials, 
such as residential use. These institutional controls would 
likely include: 1) an informational notice conceming the site 
conditions; and 2) a legjJ restriction on the fiiture use of the 
facihty property. 

In order to implement this altemative, some or all of the 
tenants at the Hamilton Industrial Paric would need to be 
relocated pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. 

Altemative B-3: Demolition/Off-Site Disposal 

Estimated Capital Cost: 57,000,000 
Estimated Annual O&M Cost: SO 
Estimated Present Worth Cost: $7,000,000 
Estimated Construction Timeframe: 1 to 2 years 

This altemative consists of the demolition of the 18 
buildings located at the Hamilton Industrial Park. 
Approximately 22,000 tons of debris would be transported 
off-site for proper disposal. Since the debris would be 
disposed of off-site, it is anticipated that there would be no 
need for institutional controls, no five-year review 
requirement, and no long-term monitoring requirement in 
connection with the building stmctures. Five-year reviews 
of the site itself would still be necessary. 
Debris designated for off-site disposal would be subjected 
to analysis for disposal parameters and transported off-site 

t 

EVALUATION i :RITERIA FOR SUPERFUND REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES 

Overall Protectiveness of Human iealth and the Environment evaluates whether and how an alternative^ 
eliminates, reduces, or controls thre.' ts to public health and the environment through institutional controls, 
engineering controls, or treatment. 

Compliance with ARARs evaluates v hether the alternative meets federal and state environmental statutes, 
regulations, and other requirements Xt at are legally applicable, or relevant and appropriate to the site, or whether a 
waiver is justified. 

Long-term Effectiveness and Perma 'ence considers the ability of an alternative to maintain protection of human 
health and ttie environment overtime. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Vo jme of Contaminants through Treatment evaluates an alternative's use 
of treatment to reduce the harmful effec s of principal contaminants, their ability to move in the environment, and 
the amount of contamination present. 

Short-term Effectiveness considers the length of time needed to implement an alternative and the risks the 
alternative poses to workers, the commu lity, and the environment during implementation. 

Implementability considers the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing the alternative, including 
factors such as the relative availability of sioods and services.' 

Cost includes estimated capital and annu.il operations and maintenance costs, as well as present worth cost 
Present worth dost is the total cost of an a ternative over time in terms of today's dollar value. Cost estimates are 
expected to be accurate within a range of • 50 to -30 percent. 
State/Support Agency Acceptance considers whether the State agrees with the EPA's analyses and 
recommendations, as described in the R1/F3 and Proposed Plan. 

Community Acceptance considers whetht'the local community agrees with EPA's analyses and preferred 
alternative. Comments received on the Prcoosed Plan are an important indicator of community acceptance. 
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' for treatment (as necessary) and disposal in accordance 
with applicable regulations. During the remedial design, 
decontamination prior to demohtion could be considered 
to reduce the quantity of hazardous waste. Non-
contaminated building debris could be recycled and could 
be reused on site. 

In order to implement this altemative, some or all of the 
tenants at the Hamilton Industrial Park would need to be 
relocated pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. 

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Nine criteria are used to evaluate the different 
remediation altematives individually and against each 
other in order to select an altemative. This section of the 
Proposed Plan profiles the relative performance of each 
altemative against the nine criteria, noting how it 
compares to the other options under consideration. The 
nine evaluation criteria are discussed below. The 
"Detailed Analysis of Altematives" can be found in the 
FS. 

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the 
Environment 

Soils 

_A11 of the altematives except Altema ive S-1 (no action) 
would provide adequate protection of human health and 
the environment by eliminating, reduc .ng, or controlling = 
risk through off-site disposal/treatmen , engineering 
controls, and/or institutional controls. 

Altemative S-2 (excavation and off-site lisposal) would 
remove soil with PCB concentrations ab .we the Cleanup 
Goal of 10 ppnvand, therefore, would pi itect both human 
and environmental receptors from contac with 
contaminants in tiie soil. 

Altematives S-2,;^-3, and S-5 would achi ;ve the RAOs 
at the completion .of constmction. Howevt r, RAOs 
would be achieved in Altemative S-4, appr ^ximately 4 
years after the completion of constmction. 

There would be noijocal human health or en ironmental 
impacts associated >vith off-site disposal bee luse the 
contaminants would be removed from the sit': to a secure 
location. Altemative S-2 would eliminate thr actual or 
potential exposure of property owners/occupints to 
contaminated soils. -) 

Altematives S-3 through S-5 would mitigate the potential 
human health and ecological risks associated with exposure 
to contaminated soils through the placement ofa muki-
layer cap and/or hardscape, and through institutional 
controls such as land-use restrictions, and pubhc education. 
However, the contaminated soils would remain in place at 
the site. The protection would persist only as long as the. 
cap was actively maintained, since contaminants would 
remain, and a breach of the cap could re-establish human 
and/or ecological exposure routes. 

Buildings 

All of the altematives except Altemative B-1 (no action) 
would provide adequate protection of himian health and the 
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risk 
through off-site disposal/treatment, engineering controls, 
and/or institutional controls. In addition, additional 
migration of contaminants could occur over time under 
Altemative B-1 as a result of disturbance by humans and 
natural processes. Altemative B-2 (decontamination and 
surface encapsulation) would provide some protection to 
the tenants/occupants at the industrial park from future 
exposure to contaminated buildings through sealing the 
contaminated surfaces with an epoxy paint, and through 
institutional controls such as use restrictions and public 
education. However, contaminated building materials 
would remain in place. The protection would persist only 
as long as the containment measures were actively 
maintained, since contaminants would remain on-site, and a 
breach of contamment measures could re-estabUsh 
exposure routes. Altemative B-3 (demolition and off-site 
disposal) would remove contaminated buildings and, 
therefore, would protect both human and environmental 
receptors from contact with contaminants. 

There would be no local human health or environmental 
impacts associated with off-site disposal because the 
contaminants would be removed from the site to a secure 
location. Altemative B-3 would eliminate the actual or 
potential human exposure to the contaminated stmctures. 

2. Compliance with ARARs 

Soils 

Actions taken at any Superfund site must meet all 
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) of federal and state environmental or facility 
siting laws or provide grounds for invoking a waiver of 
these requirements. There are no chemical-specific ARARs 
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for the contaminated soils. EPA's August 1990 PCB 
guidance recommends a cleanup goal of 1 ppm for 
unrestricted land use and a range between 10-25 ppm 
for commercial/industrial properties. The State of New 
Jersey has developed State-wide residential direct contact 
soil cleanup criteria for PCBs of 0.49 ppm and non
residential direct contact soil cleanup criteria for PCBs of 
2 ppm for commercial/industrial properties, which are 
'To Be Considered" criteria. Altematives S-2 through S-
5 would provide adequate protection consistent with these 
guidehnes. 

As discussed below, EPA has promulgated requirements 
for the management of PCB wastes as directed by the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), and these 
requirements would be relevant and appropriate to the 
management of PCB contamination at this site. These 
requirements provide a risk-based approach for managing 
PCB wastes. Altematives S-2 through S-5 would satisfy 
these TSCA-requirements. 

Altematives S-2 through S-5 would require the 
implementation of measures to protect wetlands and 
endangered species, in accordance with federal and state 
ARARs, such as the "Protection of Wetlands Executive 
Order," "Wetlands Protection at SLoerfiind Sites," the 

--̂ Wetlands Act of4970,'- the "Fresl.water Wetlands 
Protection Act Rules," the "Endangered Species Act," 
etc. • 

Subsurface areas in the southeastem p( rtion of the site 
may contain former land surfaces and a sociated cultural 
resources that relate to pre-historic and/i r early historic 
time periods, therefore, Altematives S-. through S-5 
may expose or disturb archeological culti.ral resources 
that may be eligible to the NRHP. If sub irface 
archeological sii^s are discovered within t le facility 
property and determined to be eligible to L ? NRHP under 
Criterion D (properties that have yielded oi may be likely 
to yield information important in prehistory or history), 
and if the project would affect these signifiivnt 
properties, then it would be necessary to dê  elop an 
approach to resolve or mitigate the effects o.'the remedial 
action, such as data'recovery. 

* 
RCRA and TSCA are federal laws that mane ite 
procedures for managing, treating, transport!) g, storing, 
and disposing of haziardous substances. All p )rtions of 
RCRA that are applicable or relevant and app -opriate to 
the proposed remedy for the site would be met by 
Altematives S-1 through S-5 and all portions c f TSCA 

would be met by Altematives S-2 through S-5. 

Buildings 

The No Action Altemative will not satisfy contaminant-
specific and action-specific ARARs. No location-specific 
ARARs would be triggered by the No Action altemative. 

Altematives B-2 and B-3 would prevent direct contact with 
contaminated surfeces in excess of the Cleanup Goals and 
would comply with all ARARs. TSCA is an ARAR. 
Altemative B-2 would comply with 40 CFR 761.30(p), 
regarding the use of PCB contaminated surfeces. Under 
Altemative B-3, PCB-contaminated building materials 
would be remediated consistent with 40 CFR 761.79. 
RCRA is a federal law that mandates procedures for 
managing, treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of 
hazardous substances. All portions of RCRA that are 
applicable or relevant and appropriate would be met by 
Altematives B-1 through B-3. 

Some of the stmctures at the industrial park have the 
potential to qualify as historic properties because of the 
activities of the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a 
result, further investigation must be performed to determine 
if the on-site stmctures qualify as historic properties. Since 
Altematives B-2 and B-3 would affect the stmctures, under 
either of these altematives it would be necessary to develop 
an approach to mitigate the effects of the remedial action. 
It is expected that such an approach would involve 
performing additional historical research and recordation of 
the stmctures.- -

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Soils 

Altemative S-1 (no action) provides no reduction in risk. 
- Altemative S-2 would be most effective and permanent, as 

long-term risks would be greatly reduced, since 
contaminated soils would be permanently removed. 
Altemative S-3 would reduce long-term risks, since highly 
contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would be 
removed. Off-site treatment̂ disposal of the contaminated 
soil at a secure, permitted hazardous waste facility is 
reliable because the design of such facilities includes 
safeguards intended to ensure the reliability of the 
technology and the security of the waste material. Like 
Altemative S-2, Altemative S-3 relies on institutional 
controls to reduce future health risks to property 
owners/occupants associated with exposure to 
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contaminated soils. 

Ahematives S-2, S-3, and S-5 are more protective over 
the long-term than S-4 because they remove and treat the 
principal threat waste, whereas Altemative S-4 would 
only immobilize the principal threat waste on site and rely 
on institutional controls to reduce future health risks to 
property owners/occupants associated with exposure to 
highly-contaminated soils. 

Buildings 

Altemative B-1 (no action) provides no reduction in risk. 
Altemative B-2 would not be permanent or as effective 
over the long term as Altemative B-3, since the sealant 
will degrade over time, requiring maintenance, and deed 
restrictions may not reliably reduce future risks to 
property owners/occupants associated with exposure to 
contaminated surfaces. In contrast, under Altemative B-
3, long-term risks would be eliminated, since 
contaminated buildings would be permanently removed. 
Off-site treatment/disposal of the contaminated building 
debris at a secure, pennitted hazardous waste fecility is 
reliable because the design of such facilities includes 
safeguards intended to ensure the reliability of the 
technology and the security of the vaste material. 

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mob ility, or Volume of 
Contaminants Through Tre; tment 

Soils 

Altemative S-1 (no action) would not ac lieve any 
reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or vol. me of 
contaminated soil, since the soil would re nain in place. 

Altemative S-2 (excavation w/off-site diŝ  osal) would 
reduce contaminant mobility through reme v&l and 
disposal of the soils at an approved off-sitt; facility. 
Furthermore, off-site treatment, when requi -ed, would 
reduce the toxicity and volume of the containinated soils 
and debris prior to land disposal. Soils with PCB 
concentrations less^an 50 ppm would be e? cavated and 
transported to a RCRA landfill permitted to i ccept low 
levels of PCB waste, Soils with PCB ccncen rations 
greater than 50 ppmiwould be excavated and transported 
to a TSCA landfill. It is anticipated that haze dous 
material would not be destroyed under Altemf lives S-2 
through S-4, unless the disposal facility required 
treatment prior to landfilling. 

i 

Alternative S-3 would reduce contaminant mobility through 
removal and disposal of the soils at an approved off-site 
fecihty. Furthermore, off-site treatment, when required, 
would reduce the toxicity and volume of the contaminated 
soils and debris prior to land disposal. 

Altemative S-4 would result in a reduction of contaminant 
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment by the 
SVE system and excavation of the capacitor disposal areas. 
Altemative S-4 would also resuh in a reduction of mobihty, 
but an increase in volume through solidification. Due to 
uncertainties associated with the implementabihty of this 
altemative (discussed in more detail, below), and the fact 
that nearly all the contaminated soil would remain on site, 
Altemative S-4 was considered the least effective at 
satisfying this criterion over the long term, when compared 
to the other active remedial altematives. 

Altemative S-5 would be most effective in satisfying this 
criterion, as soils that undergo thermal desorption would 
exhibit a significant reduction in contaminant toxicity, 
mobility, and volume. 

Altematives S-3 through S-5 would reduce residual 
contaminant mobility fiirther, via infiltration or erosion, 

.Ihrough.capping, 

Buildings 

Altemative B-1 (no action) would not achieve any reduction 
in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminated 
building material . 

Altemative B-2 (surface decontamination and 
encapsulation) would result in a reduction of mobility 
(through encapsulation), but no substantial reduction of 
toxicity or volume of contaminants. 

Altemative B-3 (demolition w/off-site disposal) would 
reduce contaminant mobility through removal and disposal 
of the building debris at an approved off-site facility. 
Furthermore, off-site treatment, when required, would 
reduce the toxicity and volume of the contaminated building 
debris prior to land disposal. 

5. 

Soib 

Short-term Effectiveness 

No short-term adverse impacts to the community would be 
expected for Altemative S-1 (no action). 
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Altematives S-2 through S-5 present short-term risk 
because of the potential for exposure associated with 
excavation and transportation of contaminated soils. 
Altemative S-2 presents the highest short-term risk 
because it would require the excavation and 
transportation off-site of the largest volume of 
contaminated soils. Altematives S-4 and S-5 present a 
higher short-term risk than Altemative S-3 because of the 
greater potential for exposure associated with treating 
soils on site. Altemative S-5 would resuh in relatively 
higher air emissions than the other altematives. 

Altematives S-2 through S-5 would cause an increase in 
tmck traffic, noise and potentially dust in the surrounding 
community, as well as potential impacts to workers 
during the performance of the work. These potential 
impacts would be created through constmction activities 
and exposure to the contaminated soil being excavated 
and handled. However, proven procedures including . 
engineering controls, personnel protective equipment and 
safe work practices would be used to address potential 
impacts to workers and the community. For example, 
under Altematives S-2 through S-5, the work would be 
scheduled to coincide with normal working hours (e.g., 8 
a.m. to 5 p.m. on week days and no work on weekends or 
holidays). On-site treatment using en LTTD system 
typically requires 24 hours of operation to achieve 
maximum efficiency, so use of daily ti ne constraints 
would reduce the effectiveness of this i ichnology. 
However, operation of an on-site LTTl' system 
immediately adjacent to a residential coi imunity would ^ 
generate noise and some disturbance to !̂ie community, so 
restrictions would be necessary. 

Tmcking routes with the least dismption t ) the 
surrounding community would be utilized. Appropriate 
transportation safety measures would be re quired during 
the shipping of the contaminated soil to the off-site 
disposal facihty. 

No short-term environmental impacts would be expected 
from Altemative S-1. The risk of release dui ing 
implementation of Altematives S-2 through 1-5 is 
principally limited ta wind-blown soil transpe:t or surface 
water mnoff. Any potential envirorunental itr-pacts 
associated with dust and mnoff would be mini mized with 
proper installation and implementation of dust and 
erosion control measures and by performing th ? 
excavation and off-site disposal with appropric :e health 
and safety measures to limit the amount of mat',rial that 
may migrate to a potential receptor. 

The time required for implementation of Altemative S-2 is 
estimated at 2 years. Altemative S-3 is estimated to take 1 
to 2 years. Altemative S-4 is estimated to take 2 to 3 years, 
and Altemative S-5 is estimated to take about 5 to 7 years 
to implement. The time fi-ame for Altemative S-4 assumes 
concurrent implementation of the SVE and solidification 
treatment technologies; however, the SVE treatment may 
need to be completed before solidification can be 
undertaken on portions of the site, extending the time frame 
for this altemative to as much as 6 to 8 years. Based upon 
EPA's understanding of the proposed redevelopment plans, 
the time required to implement Altematives S-4 and S-5 
may interfere with the timely redevelopment of the 
industrial park. 

Buildings 

No short-term adverse impacts to the community would be 
expected for Altemative B-1 (no action). 

Altematives B-2 and B-3 pose short term-term risks based 
upon the potential for exposure to contaminated building 
material and transportation of contajtiinated building debris. 

Altemative B-3 would pose the greatest short-term risks, as 
it would also cause an increase in tmck traffic, noise and 
potentially dust in the surrounding community, as well as 
potential impacts to workers during the performance of the 
work. These potential impacts would be created through 
constmction activities and exposure to the contaminated 
buildings being demolished and handled. However, proven 
procedures including engineering controls, personnel 
protective equipment and safe work practice's 'would be 
used to address potential impacts to workers and the 
community. 

No short-term environmental impacts would be expected 
from Altemative B-1. The risk of release during 
implementation of Altematives B-2 and B-3 is principally 
limited to wind-blown dust transport and surface water 
mnoff for Altemative B-3. Any potential environmental 
impacts associated with dust and mnoff would be 
minimized with proper installation and implementation of 
dust and erosion control measures and by performing 
decontamination and demolition with appropriate health and 
safety measures to limit the amount of material that may 
migrate to a potential receptor. 

The time required for implementation of Altematives B-2 
and B-3 is estirtiated at one to two years. 
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6. Implementability 

Soils 

No technical implementability concems exist for 
Altematives S-2 and S-3. All technical components of 
these altematives would be easily implemented using 
conventional constmction equipment and materials. 
Because of the heterogeneity of the contaminants and 
debris in the soil, Altemative S-4 would require 
treatability studies during remedial design, evaluating 
how best to implement the SVE system to remove the 
VOCs, and the sohdification of the PCBs. Even after 
treatabihty studies to determine the appropriate injection 
points, solidification agents, dosage rates, and other 
performance parameters, the uncertainties regarding the 
implementability of Altemative S-4 would still be highest 
among all the altematives considered. 

Operation of an on-site LTTD system adjacent to a 
residential community would generate noise and some 
disturbance to the community. At other sites where EPA 
has sited temporary treatment units in or near residential 
communities, the level of community resistance to the 
project varies. Based upon EPA's community outreach 
efforts in South Plainfield, EPA experts residents 
adjacent to the CDE facility may be u."receptive to 
Altemative S-5. 

The detailed description of Altemative S-5 earlier in this 
Proposed Plan identified a number of un< ertainties 
associated with tiiis altemative. For cost ;stimation 
purposes, it was assumed that all the soil i ould be 
successfully treated using a mobile LTTD -iiiit; however, 
soil mixed with debris, soil handling conce; ns and high 
PCB concentrations that would result in ve y long 
residence times may limit the implementabi- :ty of this 
treatment method. ; 

p 

The personnel required to operate the heavy quipment 
would require appropriate Occupational Saffy and 
Health Administration (OSHA) certifications -e.g., 
hazardous waste worker), as well as certificat on in the 
operation of heavy equipment. Such individuc's are 
readily available. Off-site hazardous and non- lazardous 
treatment/disposal facilities for the disposal of *he 
contaminated soil are available and would be ft asible. 

Buildings 

No technical implementability concems exist foi' any of 

the building altematives. All technical components of 
Altematives B-2 and B-3 would be easily implemented 
using conventional constmction equipment and materials. 
Off-site hazardous and non-hazardous treatment'disposal 
fecihties for the disposal of the contaminated building 
debris are available and would be feasible. 

7. 

Soils 

Cost 

The estimated present worth cost of each of the soil 
altematives is: 

Present Worth (Tost 
$0 
$114miUion 

Ahemative 
S-1 (No Action) 
S-2 (Excavation/Off-Site Disposal/ 

Institutional Controls) 
S-3 (Principal Threat Excavation/ 

Off-She Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/ 
Institutional Controls) $72 milhon 

S-4 (SVE/Solidification/Multi-Layer Cap/ 
Institutional Controls) $36 milhon 

S-5 (Low Temperature Thermal Desorption/ 
Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls) $52 million 

Buildings 

The estimated present worth cost of Altemative B-1 (No 
Action) is $0. Altemative B-2 (Decontamination and 
Surface Encapsulation/Institutional Controls) has an 
estimated present worth cost of $ 18,000,000 and 
Altemative B-3 (Demolition/Off-Site Disposal) has a 
present wortii cost of $7,000,000. 

8. State/Support Agency Acceptance 

The State of New Jersey is still evaluating EPA's preferred 
altemative in this Proposed Plan. 

9. Community Acceptance 

Community acceptance of the preferred altematives will be 
evaluated after the public comment period ends and will be 
described in the Record of Decision, the document that 
formalizes the selection of the remedy, for the site. 

SUMMARY OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The preferred altemative for the soil component of the 
remedy for 0U2 is a combination of Altemative S-3 
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(Principal Threat Excavation; Off-Site Disposal/Multi-
Layer Cap/Institutional Controls), and Altemative S-5 " 
(LTTD; Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls), 
hereafter referred to as the Preferred Altemative. 
Altematives S-3 and S-5 have many common elements, 
and differ only in how they address contaminated soih 
containing PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 ppm 
and other contaminants that may act as a continuing 
source of groundwater contamination. EPA concluded 
that neither S-3 nor S-5 alone would provide sufficient 
flexibility during remedial action to address this very 
complex site, but that a combination of the two 
altematives would be successful. For example, the FS 
assumed that 100 percent of the soils to be excavated 
under Altemative S-5 could be successfully treated using 
LTTD, whereas several factors are likely to make 
treatment ofa large quantity of soil impracticable. These 
fectors include soils handling issues related to levels of 
debris found in the soil, the high PCB concentrations that 
may require very long residence times, or repeated passes 
through the LTTD unit, and the high VOC concentrations 
in some soils that may result in vapor releases during 
soils handling in preparation for the LTTD unit. These 
are examples where Altemative S-3 (off-site disposal) 
would be more appropriate. 

As noted in the Short-Term Effectivene. s section of this 
Proposed Plan, the time frame associatec' with 
implementing Altemative S-5 (up to 5 to .' years) does 
not fit well with the proposed redevelopmt tit plans for the 
Industrial Park; EPA expects that the Prel ^ed 
Altemative would be performed in 2 to 3-y ars, closer to 
the time frame expected for Altemative S-3 The 
estimated present worth cost of EPA's Preft Ted 
Altemative is $62 million, assuming half the 107,000 
cubic yards of soil could be addressed throuj h LTTD and 
placed back on site,,and the remainder would be sent off 
site for disposal. Ev'en if only a limited quani ty of soils 
can be treated using LTTD, this S-3/S-5 hybi d 
altemative also satisfies another of EPA's ma dates 
under the Superfund jJrogram, to treat principi" threat 
wastes to the maximum extent practicable. 

The Preferred Altemative also includes the exce /ation 
and off-site disposal of 7,500 cubic yards of soi and 
debris in the capacitor disposal area. During tht remedial 
design, additional sampling would be conducted o further 
delineate the areas requiring excavation. Contan inated 
soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater thin 10 
ppm PCBs (and other soils with inorganic contan iinants) 
would be capped by use ofa muhi-layer cap and/or 

hardscape. Soils containing PCBs greater than 2 ppm 
would be subject to engineering controls. 

Since the Preferred Altemative would result in 
contaminated soil remaining on site, institutional controls 
would be employed to ensure that any fiiture site activities 
are performed with knowledge of the site conditions 
including the implementation of appropriate health and 
safety controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of 
the property. 

The Preferred Altemative for the building component of the 
remedy is Altemative B-3 (Demohtion/Off-Site Disposal). 
The Preferred Altemative consists of the demolition of the 
on-site buildings, resulting in approximately 22,000 tons of 
debris that would be transported off-site for proper 
disposal. Certain buildings would need to be demolished as 
part of the proposed soil remedy; and an expected 
redevelopment of the industrial park anticipates demohtion 
of all the existing stmctures. However, because it is 
possible that not all of the stmctures will have to be 
demolished, the Preferred Altemative for the buildings 
includes a contingency remedy that would allow for the 
decontamination and surface encapsulation of certain 
buildings that may not need to be demolished for the other 
reasons cited above. The contingency remedy would 
require institutional controls to be employed to ensure that 
any future site activities are performed with knowledge of 
the site conditions including the implementation of 
appropriate health and safety controls, and that the 
buildings would not be used for any purposes that would 
not be inconsistent with the continued presence of PCBs 
within the building materials. 

The Preferred Altematives were selected over other 
altematives because they are expected to achieve 
substantial and long-term risk reduction through off-site 
disposal, and are expected to allow the property to be used 
for the reasonably-anticipated future land use, which is 
commercial/industrial. The implementation of Altemative 
B-2, as a contingency remedy for certain buildings that do 
not need to be demolished, would achieve the RAOs, while 
allowing the property owner(s) and/or the parties 
performing the work to determine the ultimate fete of the 
buildings. The Preferred Altematives reduce the risk within 
a reasonable time frame, at comparable cost to the other 
altematives, and provide for long-term reliability of the 
remedy. Based on the information available at this time, 
EPA and the State of New Jersey believe the Preferred 
Altematives would be protective of human health and the 
environment, would comply with ARARs, would be cost-
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effective, and would utilize permanent solutions and 
altemative treatment technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. Because the Preferred Altemative for soils 
would treat a significant portion of source material 
constituting principal threats, the Preferred Alternative 
would meet the statutory preference for the selection ofa 
remedy that involves treatment as a principal element. 
The selected altematives can change in response to pubhc 
comment or new information. 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

EPA and the State of New Jersey provide information 
regarding the cleanup of the CDE site to the pubhc 
through pubhc meetings, the Administrative Record file 
for the site, and announcements published in the Courier 
News newspaper. EPA and the State encourage the 
pubhc to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the 
site and the Superfund activities that have been conducted 
there. The dates for the pubhc comment period, the date, 
location and time of the public meeting, and the locations 
of the Administrative Record files, are provided on the 
front page of this Proposed Plan. EPA Region 2 has 
designated a point-of-contact for community concems 
and questions about the Superfimd program. To support 
this effort, the Agency has established a 24-hour, toll-free 
number the public.carLcall tojequest ini"̂ rmation, 
express concems or register complaints about Superfimd. 
The Public Liaison Manager for EPA's R ;gion 2 office 
is: 

• 

George H. Zachos 
Toll-free (888)283-7626 

(732)321-6621 

U.S. EPA Region 2 
2890 Woodbridge Avenues, MS-211 

Ediion, New Jereey 08837 

For further information on the CDE site, please cor act: 
Peter Mannino _. Pat Seppi 
Remedial Project Manager Community Relations Coc -dinator 
(212) 637-4395 (212) 637-3679 

1 

U.S. EPA 
290 Broadway 19* Ftoor 

New York. New York 10007-1866 
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Table' I n s u l t s of Human Health Baseline Risk Assessment 

Scenario 
Time frame 

CURRENT 

CURRENT/ 
FUTURE 

FUTURE 

Medium 

SURFACE SOIL 

BUILDING DUST 

SITE so i l R 

Exposure 
Point 

SURFACE SOIL 

BUILDING INTERIOR 
(Dust and Indoor Air) 

CJixFACE AND 
SUBSURFACE SOIL 

\ 
1 1 

Receptor 
Po 3ulati6n 

TRESPASSER 

•-r 

1 : 
1 1 

i SITE|WORKER 
(OUTDOOR) 

i 

SITE WORKER 
1 (INDOOf?) 

1 

: 1 
! TRESPASSER 

1 1 
, SITE; WORKER 

(OIJTDOOR) 

1 

' 
1 

: CONSTRUCTION 
WORKER 

Area 

Area A 
Area B 

Area A 
AreaB 

Area A 

AreaB 
Area A 

AreaB 

Area A 

AreaB 

Area A 

AreaB 

Total Cancer Risk 

1.4E-004 
3.6E-003<" 
6.0E-002 
4.4E-004* 
5.6E-004 

1.4E-002<" 
2.4E-001 
1.7E-003* 
1.2E-005 

1.0E-003 
6.2E-005 
4.7E-005* 
7.1E-003< '̂ 
6.0E-002 
9.0E-004* 
2.5E-004 
1.8E-004* 
2.9E-002'" 
2.4E-001 
3.5E-G03* 
2.4E-005 
1.8E-005* 
3.0E-003<" 
2.8E-002 
3.5E-004* 

^ 

Non-Cancer 
Hazard Index 

22 
560 

35* 
33 
820 

52* 
150 

150 
11 

6.1* 
1100 

140* 
17 
9* 

1700 

200 
38 
21 

3800 

460 

(1) 

tn 
o 
o 
ro 
Ul 
00 

Risks associated with dioxin-like PCBs and non-dioxin like PCBs are not included in this total. Instead, these are shown In the sul)sequent line. 
These are not evaluated for non-cancer effects. 
Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) calculated without outliers 
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Figure 3 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Operable Unit 2 - Facility Soils and Buildings 
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Figure 4 
Comell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site - Operable Unit 2 
Extent of PCB contamination greater than 10 ppm and other COPCs greater than IGWSCC 
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Figures 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund site - Operable Unit 2 
Extent of PCB contamination greater than 500 ppm and other COPCs greater than IGWSCC 
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U.S. ENVlKUNMl!:N 
INVI % 

FKor ix I ION A(;ENCY REGION H 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Proposed CIciiiuip for Ihe 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 

South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey 

The United States Environmeiital Protection Agency (EPA) announces the opening of ii .lO-day public comment period on the Proposed Plan and Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), which addresses the cleanup orcontaminaled facility soil and buildings at the former Comell-Dubilier Electronics (CDE) 
facility in South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey. As part of the public comment period, EPA will hold a public meeting on July 13,2004, at 7:00 p.m., in 
the South Plainfield Borough Hall located at 2480 Plainfield Avenue, South PlainField, New Jersey. The meeting, which will address the proposed cleanup plan, 
will allow community members to comment on the proposed "plan to EPA officials. A final copy of the RI/FS for facility soils and buildings at the CDE facility and 
Proposed Plan may be revicAyê d at the South Plainfield Public Library, 2484 Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey, and at the EPA Region II Records 
Center located at 290 BfoadWay, 18'" Floor in New York City. 

As the lead agency, EPA divided the site into three Operable Units (OUs). The first OU addressed residential, commercial, and municipal properties in the vicinity 
of the CDJE facility. The second operable unit (OU2), the focus of this Proposed Plan, addresses the remediation of soils and buildings at the former CDE facility 
on Hamilton Boulevard. Additional operable units will address the contaminated groundwater and contaminated sediments at the Boimd Brook. 

Based upon the results of the Second Operable Unit RI/FS, EPA prepared a Prop;)scd Plan that describes all the cleanup altematives and provides EPA's ratio
nale for recommending these altematives. EPA evaluated the following "̂  ^c building altematives: 

Alternative B-1: 
Altemative B-2: 
/^;^mative B-3: 

No Action 
^'>~- .uiiiiiiiation and Surface Encapsulation/ Institutional Controls 
Demolition/Off-Site Disposal 

EPA evaluated the following five soil altematives: 

Altemative S-1: No Action 
Altemative S-2: Excavation;Ofr-SiteDispo.sal with Treatment (if necessary)/ln.stitutional Controls 
Altemative S-3: Principal Threat Excavation; OIT-Site Disposal with Treatment (if necessary/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls 
Altemative S-4: Soil Vapor Extraction/Solidification/Multi-Layer Cap/lnstilulional Controls 

. Alternative S-5: Low Temperature Thermal Desorption/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls 

EPA recommends Altemative B-3 for the Preferred Alternative in the Proposed Plan to address the contaminated facility buildings. The Preferred Altemative for 
the buildings includes a contingency remedy that would allow for the decontamination and surface encapsulation of certain buildings that may not need to t)e 
demolished. Institutional Controls would also be employed for any stmctures that arc nol demolished. 

EPA's Preferred Alternative for soils is a combination of Allernative S-3 (Principal Threat Excavation; Off-Site Disposal/Multi-Layer CapAnstitutional Controls), 
and Altemative S-5 (Low Temperature Thermal Desorption; Multi-Layer Cap/lnstilutional Controls), described in more detail in the Proposed Plan. 

Before selecting a final remedy, EPA and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection will consider all written and oral comments on this preferred 
remedy. All comments must be received on or before August .S, 2(KM. The final decision document, or Record of Decision, will include a summary of public 
comments and EPA's responses. 

Comments will be accepted in person at the public njccting and/or in written form through August 5,2004. Please address all written comments to: 

Peler Mannino 
Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Pnilcction Agency 
290 Bmadway. 19"'Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION n 
INVITES PUBLIC COMMENT 

Proposed Cleanup for the 
i Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
] South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey 

The United Sutes EDviromnental ProtectioD Agency (EPA) announces the opening of a 30-day public comment period on the Proposed Plan and Remedia] 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS), which addresses the cleanup of contaminated facility soil and buildings at the fonner Comell-Dubilier Qectronics 
(CDE) facility in South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey. As part of the public cormnent period, EPA will hold a public meeting on July 13,2004, -
at 7:00 p.iii., in the South Flainfleld Borough HaU located at 2480 Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey. The meeting, which will address die 

. proposed cleanup plan, will allow community members to comment on the proposed plan to EPA officials. A fmal copy of the RI/FS for facility soils and 
buildings at the CDE facility and Proposed Plan may be reviewed at the South Plainfield Public Library, 2484 Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey, 
and at the EPA Region n Records Center located at 290 Broadway, 1 Sth Floor in New York City. 

As the lead agency, EPA divided the site into three Operable Units (OUs). The fu^t OU addressed residential, commercial, and municipal properties in the 
vicinity of the CDE facility. The second operable unit (0U2), the focus of this Proposed Plan, addresses the remediation of soils and buildings at the former 
CDE facility on Hamilton Boulevard. Additional operable units will address the contaminated groundwater and contaminated sediments at the Bound BrocdL 

Based upon the results of the Second Operable Unit RI/FS, EPA prepared a Proposed Plan that describes all the cleanup altematives and provides EPA's rationale 
for recommending these altematives. EPA evaluated the following three building altematives: 

Alternative B-1: NoActioi 

Alternative B-2: Decontamiation and Surface Encapsulation / Institutional Controls 

Altemative B-3: Demolition ' Off-Site Disposal 

EPA evaluated the following five soil altematives: 

Altematiye S^l: No Action 

Altemative S-2: Excavation; O.' .'-Site Disposal with IVeatment (if necessary)/Institutional Controls 

Alternative S-3: Principal Threa Eicavation; Off-Site Disposal with -

T^tment( i fDe essary)/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls -

Alteraative'S-4: Soil Vapor Extra :tion/Solidification/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls 

Altemative S-5: Low Temperatur .< Thermal Desorption/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Contrtds 
EPA reconunends Alternative B-3 for the Preferned Altera: ive in the Proposed Plan to address the contaminated facility buUdings. The Preferred Alternative 
for the buildings includes a contingency remedy that would Ulow for the decontamination and surface encapsulation of certain buildings that may not need tp 
be demolished. Instimtional Controls would also be employ' d for any structures that are not demolished. 

EPA's Preferred Alternative for solids is a combination of Alte native S-3 (Principal Threat Excavation; Off-Site Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls), 
and Altemative S-5 (Low Temperature Thermal Desorption;. .lulti-Layer Cap/Institutional Controls), described in more detail in the Ftoposed Plan. 

Before selecting a final remedy, EPS and the New.Jersey Dep rtment of Environmental Protection will consider all written and oral comments on this picfened 
remedy. All comments must be received on or before August .•, 2004. The fmal decision document, or Record of Decision, will include a summary of puUic 
comments and EPA's responses. 

Comments will be accepted in person at the public meeting anc 'or in written form through August S, 2004. Please address all written comments to: 

Peter Maimino 
Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. i .n>iroiunental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

Ne T York, New York 10007-1866 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Extends 

Public Comment Period 
forthe 

Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released 
a Proposed Plan to address the cleanup of containinated facility soil 
and buildings at the former Comell-Dubilier Electronics (CDE) 
facility in South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey. EPA 
has extended the public conunent period to Saturday, September 4th, 
2004. 

Documents related to the site may be reviewed at the South Plainfield 
Public Library, 2484 Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New 
Jersey, or at the EPA Region II Records Center located at 290 
Broadway, 1 Sth Floor in New York City. 

All written conunents i n the Proposed Plan may be sent to: 

Peler Mannino 
ReiT: "xlial Project Manager 

U.S. Envirc imental Protection Agency 
290 i roadway, 19th Floor 

New Yor.. New York 10007-1866 

For additional informatio. , please contact Pat Seppi, Community 
Involvement Coordinator at 1-800-346-5009, 212-637-3679 or 
email: seppi.pat@epa.gov 

500266 

mailto:seppi.pat@epa.gov


ATTACHMENT C 

PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPTS 

500267 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

CO 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
CORNELL-DUBILIER ELECTRONICS 
SUPERFUND SITE PUBLIC MEETING 

B E F O R E : 

PETER MANNINO 

JJM HAKLAR 

MA HON OLSEN 

LYlvN ARABIA 

JOHli PRINCE 

TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
C e r t i f i e d S h o r l h a n d R e p o r t e r s 

120 W a s h i n c t o n S t r e e t 
M o r r i s t o v m , Nev J e r s e y 07960 

( 9 7 3 ) 2 8 5 - 0 4 1 1 
E - m a i l : C s r @ t a y L o r f r i e d b e r g . c o m 

TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
(973)285-0411 
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___̂ _ T R A N S C R I P T of the 

meeting of the above-nameci witness, called for Oral 

Examination in the above-entitled matter, by and 

before EILEEN THERESA CORLETT, a Certified Shorthand 

Reporter and Notary Public of the State of New 

Jersey, License No. XIO2077 at the Offices of SOUTH 

PLAINFIELD BOROUGH HALL, 2480 Plainfield Avenue, 

South Plainfield, New Jersey 07080 on Tuesday, July 

13, 2004 commencing at 7:03 in the evening. 
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MR. HAKLAR: My name is Jim Haklar. I 

^ 

am the EPA public affairs person and tonight we are 

going to be presenting our proposed clean up for the 

5 soils and the buildings at the Comell-Dubilier 

6 site. With me tonight is Pete Mannino which is the 

7 EPA manager. His supervisor John Prince. We also 

8 have Marion Olsen who is EPA's risk assessor. We 

9 have Sara Flanagan who works in EPA's regional 

10 counsel. We also have representatives of EPA's 

11 contractor Foster and Wheeler and we also have 

12 representatives of the New Jersey Department of 

13 Environmental Protection. 

14 The way that we would like to run this 

15 meeting tonight, in a :iew moments I will hand over 

16 the presentation to Pet"!. He will talk a little bit 

17 about the site and then get into our proposed clean 

IB up. What we would like \:o ask is if you please hold 

19 your questions until Pete is finished. We will have 

20 a question, comment and answer session. We've a 

21 Stenographer here today. Your comments are valuable 

22 to us, they will be part o' the record. And with 

23 that I will hand it over tc Pete. 

24 i MR. MANNINO: Thank you. I have a 

25 presentation that is going to take about 20 minutes. 

• 
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2 I know that some of you have already heard some of 

3 this information before in some of the prior 

fl^ 4 meetings that you have had here in South Plainfield. 

5 I am going to try to summarize all that information, 

6 try to be brief, if possible, give everyone an 

7 overview why we are here. 

8 Before I start my presentation I would 

9 like to give you a little background on what we are 

10 trying to accomplish here. The Cornell-Dubilier 

11 Electronics Superfund Site, as you know, is on a 

12 national priorities list of Superfund sites. First 

13 of all, before I go too far, in order to simplify 

14 things tonight, instead of saying Cornell-Dubilier 

15 Electronics Superfund Site I am going to refer to 

16 the site as the CDE site or the Cornell site. 

17 I Now what d.ies' it mean that the CDE 

18 site is on the national priorities list? Sites on 

19 the national priorities 1: st are some of the most 

20 contaminated sites in the country and are the 

21 agency's highest concern f5r EPA. I will try to 

22 explain how EPA in conjunct ion with New Jersey 

23 Department ofi Environmental Protection addressed the 

24 sites. The Superfund progriim has two different 

25 stages, the emergency respor.se program, or what we 
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_ 2 call^the removal program and then the remedial 

3 program. When a site is first discovered, the 

4 removal program will take necessary steps to either 

5 stabilize the site or remove an imminent threat. In 

6 the case of the Cornell site the removal program 

7 works with the property owner, DSC of Newark, in 

8 order to stabilize the site. The actions at the 

9 industrial park will have included security fencing, 

10 which was installed, the undeveloped area of the 

11 industrial park was vegetated, drainage controls 

12 were installed and signs were posted. The removal 

13 program also conducted some of the initial sampling 

14 at the site and some of the residential and 

15 commercial properties adjacent to the industrial 

16 park. The removal program worked with some of the 

17 potentially responsible .parties to address homes 

18 that were contaminated wi;h PCB's. 

19 The second }^rogram in the Superfund is 

20 the remedial program. Thet is where I come in. In 

21 the remedialtprogram we fi'.'st perform a remedial 

22 investigation. The purpose of the remedial 

23 investigation is to determi;ie the nature and extent 

24 of the contamination at the site. Because the 

25 Cornell site is complex, we broke up the 
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investigation into separate phases or operable 

units. The first operable unit addressed the 

contaminated residential and commercial property 

5 adjacent to the industrial park. We were here maybe 

6 about a year ago discussing EPA's preferred 

7 alternative on to how to address those contaminated 

8 properties. 

9 Operable unit two, which is the focus 

10 and the purpose of tonight's meeting, is to talk 

11 about the contaminated soil and buildings at the 

12 former Cornell facility. Additional operable units 

13 will address contaminated groundwater and 

14 contaminated Bound Brook corridor. A lot of people 

15 that I have spoken with lately have questions 

16 regarding the schedule. How long is this going to 

17 take, when ds it going to get done. When I get into 

18 my presentation I am goinc to have some slides and I 

19 am going to talk about the time frame, but before I 

20 get into that; I want to gi\e you a little bit of an 

21 overview of the Superfund program that will put 

22 things into a, little bit more of a perspective. 

23 -Earlier we were talking about the 

24 removal program. When a sit<'. is first identified, a 

25 preliminary assessment is done and there is a site 
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investigation that is performed. The limited 

sampling that is collected during that initial 

assessment is used to rank the site, to prepare a 

5 hazard ranking score. The information from that 

6 package is used to list the site on the national 

7 priorities list. 

8 Once the site is proposed for listing 

9 on the national priority list, we are able to 

10 perform a remedial investigation and feasibility 

11 study that was performed for operable unit two. 

12 Once that study is completed we go out to the 

13 community with the proposed plan, that is the public 

14 comment period and the public meeting is part of 

15 that public comment period. Once the agency has had 

16 an opportunity to review the public comments, we go 

17 out with a record of decision. The record of 

18 decision identifies EPA's selected decision on how 

19 to address the operable unit. The proposed plan can 

20 change based upon comments received from the 

21 community during the public comment period. Once 

22 the record of decision is issued, we move to the 

23 next phase called the remedial design. In the 

24 remedial design we prepare a plan on how the work is 

25 actually going to get done. We address health and 
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safety issues. We address routes that trucks and 

other vehicles are going to be using to get into and 

out of the site. We go into all the details and 

5 logistics of how the work is actually going to be 

6 performed. That design phase could, depending on 

7 the type of work, take several months or could take 

8 as long as two years to perform. Once that design 

9 is done, then we move into the remedial action when 

10 the work is actually going to be performed. We 

11 usually talk about construction time frames. So, 

12 when you look at the proposed plan and the time 

13 frame that I am going to be giving tonight, those 

14 are the construction time frames we are talking 

15 about once we are in the remedial action, not from 

16 tonight's meeting. 

17 The purpose of tonight's meeting is to 

18 bring you EPA's proposal oa how we plan to address 

19 the contaminated buildings and soil at the 

20 industrial pa^rk. As you knDw we explored a wide 

21 range of alternatives on hov to address this 

22 contamination and we proposed what EPA believes is 

23 the best solution for this site. As part of the 

24 process we are^seeking the community's input, and I 

25 want to stress 'that community input is a vital part 
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2 of the Superfund process and I urge everyone here 

3 tonight to express their opinions on the proposed 

4 plan. You could either do it verbally tonight or if 

5 you want, submit written comments during the 30 day 

6 public comment period which ends August 5th and Jim 

7 will talk about that more later tonight, so I hope 

8 we could have a good discussion tonight and we could 

9 all leave saying we all accomplished something. 

10 So, let's go into the details about 

11 EPA's investigation and where we are going. Basic 

12 site map, the Cornell site is bordered by Hamilton 

13 Boulevard to the west, Spicer Avenue to the south 

14 the Bound Brook in the rear of the facility and then 

15 the CSX or' Conrail Train Lines. There are two major 

16 parts of EPA's remedial i:ivestigation that was 

17 performed for the industrial park. The soils 

18 investigations and the buildings. Let's focus on 

19 the soils first. 

20 PCB's were tho most prevalent 

21 contaminant found on the property. The highest 

22 level of PCB's. occurred in the central undeveloped 

23 portion of the.facility where during the remedial 

24 investigation we performed test pits and excavation 

25 where we unearthed capacitors. The red area in the 
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2 back of the industrial park is where we found those 

3 capacitors. Now, these are photographs that were 

4 taken, I am not sure how clearly you can see them 

5 from the back, of the excavations and those tests 

6 pits. Those box like items on the top are the 

7 capacitors that were buried in the rear of the 

8 facility. The highest concentration of PCB's that 

9 we found at the surface of the industrial park was 

10 approximately 51,000 parts per million. The 

11 subsurface, the maximum concentration was 130,000 

12 parts per million of PCB. Now, although PCB's are 

13 the primary contaminant at the site, there was a 

14 wide range of other contaminants also revealed 

15 during the sampling. Thsy include volatile organic 

16 compounds, semi-volatiles, pesticides and metals. 

17' This chart just lists some" Of the concentrations, 

18 some of the maximum concen'-.rations that we have 

19 discovered during theRI. Arsenic, for example, at 

20 a little over. 1,000 parts p^r million. Lead at 

21 52,000, Aldrin 11,000. Theie were a total of 23 

22 different metals revealed during the sampling event 

23 and 19 different pesticides for the surface and 

24 subsurface soils. 

25 Sampling of the buildings revealed 

10 
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2 that PCB contaminations occurred in each of the 18 

3 buildings. The maximum concentration found in the 

4 building dust was 8300 parts per million. We also 

5 found elevated levels of metal, such as lead, 

6 chromium, arsenic and mercury in each of the 

7 buildings. Lead, for example, was as high as 61,700 

8 parts per million. 

9 Although not part of tonight's 

10 meeting, I just wanted to give you a little overview 

11 on some of the other work we are doing. We talked 

12 about the other operable units, the groundwater 

13 investigations. We have already installed 11 

14 groundwater monitoring wells 0:1 site. Sampling of 

15 those wells revealed concentrat;".ons of -- elevated 

16 concentrations of volatile organic compounds and of 

17 PCB's. For example, trichlorethylene was detected 

18 at a maximum concentration of 120 000 parts per 

19 '.>illion in the groundwater. PCB c oncentrations were 

20 cs high as 84 parts per billion. \s I said, there 

21 wis additional investigations to determine the 

22 ncture and extent of the groundwater contamination. 

23 Th.-j Bound Brook sampling of the soi. and sediment of 

24 Boind Brook basically Revealed widespread low level 

25 PCE contamination. We- took samples Df a two and a 

11 
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half mile stretch from the Comell site all the way 

down to New Market Pond. New Jersey DEP as a result 

of that data issued a fish consumption advisory for 

the Bound Brook and its tributaries. Once the 

investigation was completed, we performed a human 

health risk assessment. It is one of the most 

complicated parts of the investigation. Exposure 

assumptions were used to generate estimates of the 

health risks associated with the chemicals present 

in the facilities' soils and the building dust. The 

human health risk assessment looked at both cancer 

and non-cancer affects. The primary risk driver in 

that risk assessment was PCB's. In addition to the 

human health risk assessment, an ecological risk 

assessment was performed. The objective of that 

assessment was to assess the poten-.ial risk of 

c( ntaminants found at-the site. We did a wildlife 

s-ccvey. We delineated wetlands, fl^od plain 

as .essments and the list goes on. r̂ ost of you have 

heerd all that already* Now let's gst into the 

altirnatives that the EPA has evaluated in order to 

addxess that contamination. 

There wer^ three altern itives that 

were evaluated to address the contaminated 

12 
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buildings. The first one is no action. The second 

one is decontamination sind surface encapsulation 

which would include institutional control. The 

5 third B3 is the demolition of the buildings and off 

6 site disposal of the construction debris. 

7 Now, let's go into a little bit more 

8 detail about each of these three altematives. No 

9 action alternative is basically a baseline for 

10 comparison with the other remedial alternatives. We 

11 are mandated in order to evaluate a no action 

12 alternative. In this alternative no remedial 

13 activities would be performed, no additional site 

14 monitoring would be performed. The only thing we 

v7ould do is every five years re-evaluate the data to 

d.̂ termine whether or not there was a need for other 

17 action. -

18 The second alternative , B2 involves a 

19 decontamination of the. surface materials to remove 

20 the contamination from the buildings, After the 

21 buildings are decontaminated, it would be 

22 encapsulated to allow the PCB contami.lated surface 

23 to continue to be used a-pd remain in service. The 

24 estimated present worse cost of this alternative is 

25 $18,0)0,000. Of the $18,000,000, $220 000 would be 

13 
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needed each year, we are estimating, in order to 

operate and maintain that epoxy coating that would 

be placed. That $18,000,000 also included 

approximately $1.1 million to relocate the tenants 

that are in each of those buildings while the work 

is being performed. 

Altemative B3 is the demolition and 

off-site disposal. Approximately 22,000 tons of 

debris would be generated from the demolition of the 

18 buildings. That material would be transported 

off site for disposal. It is possible in order to 

manage material more efficiently, that those 

buildings or some of those buildiirgs would be 

decontaminated prior to demolition. Any 

noi^-contaminated building debris coiild be recycled 

to ::he extent possible. The cost oi" this remedy is 

$7,li00,000 and once again that inclu.les the same 

$1.1 million to relocate the existinc tenants. 

Now, let's move onto th^ soil 

alternatives. •Once again we are look; ng at no 

actio.i. There is a total of five altecnatives. No 

actioii, excavation with off-site dispo. al and 

institutional controls, the third is tl.e principle 

threat excavation with off-site disposal of that 

14 
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2 material, construction of a multi-layered cap and 

3 institutional controls. Altemative S4 is a 

4 combination of the soil vapor extraction system, 

5 solidification, the multi-layered cap and 

6 institutional controls. S5 is an on-site low 

7 temperature thermal desorption with a multi-layer 

8 cap and institutional controls. Now, once we go 

9 into some of the details on these altematives, 

10 you're going to see that there is quite a few common 

11 elements in each of these altematives. 

12 Once again the no action altemative . 

13 provides a baseline. We are required to evaluate 

14 it. No action would be performed, all we would do 

15 in a five year review every five y^ars to assess the 

|16 nead for additional action. 

17 The S2 alternative coi sists of,the 

18 excivation and off-site disposal of .;ontaminated 

19 soils having PCB's at concentrations greater than 

20 ten oarts per million and other conta.iinants in the 

21 soil that pose an impact, to the groundwater. Under 

22 this filternative we are estimating there would be 

23 appro:.-imately 278,500 cubic yards of cintaminated 

24 soil taat would be excavated and shipped off-site. 

25 That v:)lume includes approximately 7500 cubic yards 

15 
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of contaminated soil eoid debris from the capacity of 

the disposal area that I had pointed out before. 

What you will notice is that in each of the soil 

5 alternatives except for the no action alternative, 

6 each altemative has the same component, the 

7 excavation of that capacitor disposal area and the 

8 transportation of that material off site for 

9 disposal. This alternative would require 

10 engineering and institutional controls after the 

11 work is done and we will go into a little bit more 

12 detail later on what those engineering and 

13 institutional controls are. This figure shows the 

14 area at the industrial park that would require 

15 excavation based upon the data that we have now and 

'16 tha- comprises that 278 some odd thcusand cubic 

17 yarc s of soil. The green areas are -.he areas that 

18 have PCB contamination greater than tsn parts per 

19 million and the blue are the other co: itaminants that 

20 I tal :ed about. 

21 Alternative S3 -- I'm sorry, 

22 alternative S2 has an estimated present worth cost 

23 of $11^,000,000. Of that'" $124,000 is estimated for 

24 annual operation and maintenance of tho;;e 

25 engineering controls. 

16 

TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
(973)285-0411 

500283 



• 

^^ Altemative S3 is the principal threat 

excavation and this altemative have PCB's at 

concentrations of 500 parts per million, would be 

excavated and shipped off-site for disposal. In 

6 addition contaminated soils that have other 

7 contaminants that are impacted in the groundwater 

8 would also be excavated and shipped off-site. Under 

9 this alternative there is an estimated 114,500 cubic 

10 yards of soil and debris that would have to be 

11 shipped off-site for disposal and once again the 

12 capacitor disposal area would be excavated and 

13 shipped off-site in this alternative. For the soils 

14 that remain on the site below 500 parts per million 

15 and above 10 parts per billion of PCB's they could 

H6 be capped. You would still need engineering 

17 controls and institutional controls o:i this site. 

18 This figure shows the areas based on data that we 

19 have J .ow that would require excavation The red is 

20 based on -- shows areas of PCB concentrations 

21 greate;* than 500 parts per million and, once again, 

22 the blve is the other contaminants, for example 

23 trichlo.rethylene and some of the other volatiles. 

24 Alternative S3 has a present worth cost c-f 

25 . $72,000,300. Of that $560,DOO would be required to 

17 
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2 maintain the cap and the other engineering controls 

3 that would be implemented. 

4 Altemative S4 is a combination of 

5 technologies. The first would be a soil vapor 

6 extraction system that would be installed to address 

7 the volatile organic compounds. It is basically an 

8 installing of wells over a 7-acre area that would 

9 suck the contaminants out of the soil. The second 

10 part of that remedy would be the solidification of 

11 PCB's at concentrations greater than 500 parts per 

12 million. Basically, what you are doing is adding 

13 some kind of cement like material using augers to 

14 solidify and stabilize the PCB's on i:he site. There 

15 would be approximately l'€7,000 cubic > ards of soil 

6 that \'Ould be solidified on site. Onct again 

17 though, that capacitor disposal area in the rear of 

18 the facility would be excavated and shipped off-site 

19 for prober disposal. Another common element soil 

20 contaim PCB's at concentrations greater than 500 

21 parts per million, but greater than 10 parts per 

22 billion, PCB's would also bfe capped on th..s site. 

23 Once agaii, the common elemefat of engineering and 

24 institutional controls for the site. This 

25 alternative has an estimate present worth of 

18 
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$36,000,000. Of that $440,000 is estimated for 

annual operation and maintenance for the cap. 

$330,000 would be the annual operating cost for the 

soil vapor extraction system while it is in 

operation. 

Altemative S5 on-site low temperature 

thermal desorption with a multi-layer cap and 

institutional controls. Soil with concentrations 

greater than 500 PPM would be excavated put through 

an on-site thermal absorption unit. The capacitor 

disposal area, once again, would be excavated. That 

material shipped off site for disposal. Soils 

containing less than 500 parts per million or PCB's 

greatv̂ r than 10 parts per million would also be 

capped similar to the other alternatives and, once 

again, there would be a need'for the engineering and * 

institu.-.ional controls. Alternative S5 :ias an 
* 

estimate:! present worth of _$52, 000, 000 . Of that 

once, agiin, $440,000 is the estimated an.iual 

operatior maintenance cost fpr the cap. :i 640,000 

would be needed on an annual basis for the operation 

of the lov temperature thermê l desorption \:nit. 

Each of these alternatives was evaluated ard will be 

evaluated again, these nine criteria. Up to the 
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point we have reached today, the first seven have 

been done and I'll read them just in case anyone 

can't see from the back there. The first one is 

overall protectiveness of human health and the 

environment. The second is compliance with 

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 

followed by long term effectiveness and permanence, 

reduction of toxicity, mobility for volume of 

contaminants through the treatment. Next is short 

term effectiveness followed by implimentability and 

the seventh is cost. What still needs to be taken 

under consideration is the state acceptance of the 

propOi-al alternative and the community's acceptance 

and th(̂ se two will be evaluated once tht; public 

comment period has ended. 

Now, let's go into the preferred 

alternative, for the buildings EPA is pror̂ osing 

alternative B3, which is the demolition oJ the 18 

on-site biildings. Once again that would result in 

approximai ely ^2,000 tons of debris that would be 

transported off site for disposal. The terants at 

the industrial park would havei to be reloca:ed. 

Because of Spicer Manufacturing Corps, activities at 

the industrial park, some of the structures have the 
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2 _ potential to qualify as historic properties. Before 

3 the building could be demolished during the remedial 

4 design phase I talked about earlier, additional 

5 historical research would have to"be done on those 

6 buildings and then once that is done, there would be 

7 the need for the recordation of any of the 

8 structures that have been determined to be eligible 

9 as historic properties. Once again the estimated 

10 present worth cost of this remedy is $7,000,000 and 

11 the estimated construction time frame is one to two 

12 years. 

13 The preferred alternative includes a 

14 contingency remedy, which is alternat.\ve B2, 

15 decontamination and surface encapsulat: on of any 

16 buildings that are not demolished. Any buildings 

17 that art: not demolished would require irstitutional 

18 controls to ensure that future site acti' ities are 

19 performeci with knowledge of the site condition. In 

20 the proposed plan we talk about reasons w'ly some of 

21 the buildings may not be demolished. Some of those 

22 reasons -- some of those buildings have to come down 

23 because there are PCB's at concentrations creater 

24 than the clean up goal beneath the concrete slab. 

25 - The buildings have to come down in order to get to 
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2 the contamination beneath the buildings. The 

3 Borough of South Plainfield also has a proposed 

4 redevelopment for the industrial park. We have seen 

5 conceptual designs. We don't know what the ultimate 

6 fate will be, so what we are saying is any buildings 

7 that are not demolished for any of those reasons 

8 would have to be deconed and sealed. For the soils 

9 EPA's preferred alternative is a combination of 

10 alternatives S3 and S5. Under this combination or 

11 hybrid approach, soils containing PCB's greater than 

12 500 parts per million and the other contaminants 

13 that may act as a continued source of groundwater 

14 contamination, would be excavated. The? excavated 

15 soil world be addressed with a combination of either 

6 the on-s.'.te low temperature, thermal deso: ption unit 

17 and off-site disposal. Their©' s a couple iifferent 

1-8 factors tJiat determine what soils or debris -- what 

19 soils would be put through the thermal desorption 

20, unit versu> off-site disposal.. Irregardlei s, the 

21 capacitor disposal area, the 7500 cubic yards that 

22 .. we have estimated would be exc^avated and sh..pped 

23 off-site for disposal. The soils containing, less 

24 than 500 parts per million, but greater than ten 

25 parts per million of PCB's would be capped. Soils 
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2 _ containing PCB's greater than two parts per million 

3 would be subject to engineering control. As a 

4 result the remedy would require implementation of 

5 institutional controls. Now, this remedy may expose 

6 or disturb archeological and cultural resources in 

7 the rear of the facility. If during the remedial 

8 design or the remedial action eligible subsurface 

9 archeological sites are discovered and the remedy 

10 has the potential to effect those sites, then an 

11 approach such as data recovery would have to be 

12 developed. The estimated present worth cost for 

13 EPA's preferred soil alternative is $62,000,000. 

14 That assumes that half of the 107,000 cvbic yards of 

15 soil tha-. will be excavated would be addressed 

'16 through tie on-site low temperature thermal 

17 desorptioi units and then that soil will b.2 put back 

18 on site. .I'he remaining soil would be sent off-site 

19 for dispose 1 at the toxic landfill. Estima :ed 

2 0 constructioi time frame for this, for the p:-eferred 

21 alternative is two to three y e k r s . The key element 

22 ^ of this remeiy is that it satisfies EPA's majidate 

23 'under the Sujerfund program to ^treat principle 

24 threats to ths maximum extent possible. 

25 That is basically the end of my 
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presentation. I think I made it in 20 minutes or 

so. I will hand it over back to Jim for a minute. 

MR. HAiCLAR: Thank you, Peter. Just 

5 before we get into questions and answers, just one 

6 thing I forgot to mention. There are copies df the 

7 proposed plan in the back on the table, please take 

8 a copy and read it and if you haven't signed in, 

9 please sign in. We use that sign-in sheet to update 

10 our mailing list and to see how many people come 

11 and, you know, if we have to change the format of 

12 the meeting. 

13 The way we would like to run the 

14 questior and answer session is if you have 

15 questions, if you could come up to the podium, for 

6 the benefit of the stenographer could you state your 

17: name and t;ien just spell your-Jast name. So, with 

18 that, does anybody have any questions? 

19 MR. D'PASACRITA: I'm Walter 

20 ; D'Pasacrita, D apostrophe, P-A-S-A-C-R-I-T-A. I 

21 haven't been to the first sessiqn that you haî  here, 

22 so I don't ki ow whether you addressed any part of 

23 ^your presenta -.ion on the effect of the residents in 

24 the township. Now, let me explain that a little 

25 bit. If you V.ere talking about friable asbestc.sis. 
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Fribal asbestosis then if there are contamination to 

the general public here, we can measure that in the 

numbers that had asbestosis, mesothelioma and lung 

5 cancer. There is nothing that I have heard so far 

6 as a link to the toxicity, the contamination that 

7 you have addressed. Maybe you can give some answer 

8 to that? 

9 MR. MANNINO: I'm going to need 

10 Marion's assistance with this. As I said during the 

11 remedial investigation, we did a human health risk 

12 assessment. Actually, let me turn it over to 

13 Marion. She could explain it in more detail. 

14 MS. OLSEN: As Pete mentioned during 

15 our remedi.al investigation we do conduct a risk 

16 assessment and the risk assessment is basically two 

17" pieces. We: are looking first at exposure aid 

18 secondly at the toxicity of the chemical. All of 

19 the chemicals, as Peter mentioned, we have tc.xicity 

20 values that -jero. based and developed within the 

21 agency, they are used nationwide that will gi'-e us 

22 =an indication of the toxicity of the individual 

23 chemical incliding PCB's and including other 

24 'chemicals. As part of that the agency does lock at 
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example, they look at animal studies and that is the 

basis for developing these toxicity values. As Pete 

also mentioned, as you can see in the proposed plan 

we also looked at who would be exposed or 

potentially exposed on the site. We are looking at 

a reasonable maximum exposure, so for example we did 

look at the potential for a trespasser to come 

on-site and what the risks for that individual would 

be and those are future risks because there are 

restrictions about access onto the site in the area 

that has the heaviest contamination. We looked at 

other groups that may be exposed, both currently and 

in the future if there was construction on the site, 

what would the construction worker be expost d to and 

we combined the exposure information and our 

knowledge ab5ut the toxicity'of the chemicali and 

developed the risks and that is what is prese-ited in 

'the risk assessment. Within the Superfund pre gram 

ve look under the law at the risk range and th.it, 

again, was evaluated to determine the need for 

action at the site. 

MR. HAKLAR: Anybod^^ else questioi s? 

M?.. D'PASACRITA: I don't think that 

was answered. ". will come up again. 
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MR. HAKLAR: Yeah, sure. 

MR. D'PASACRITA: I want to know 

whether there have been any figures here for the 

people in the town that have suffered any affects 

from these contaminants. You mentioned the 

evaluation of contaminants and you only mentioned 

one tetrachloroethylene, vinyl chloride and 

methylene chloride. There are other contaminants in 

that family. I know these chemicals were used in 

the town not far from this site, none were found? 

MR. MANNINO: The risk assessment 

looks at all of the data that was collected at the 

site. We had said that PCB's were the primary risk 

driver. There were a series of other contanninants 

found at tie site. As I said, 23 different metals, 

19 differen: pesticides that are either vola/.ile or 

semi-volatil2. All of that data was evaluated in 

the risk assrssment. To answer your earlier 

question, I think, we do not --we did not do a 

study of the i-:ommunity to determine who has bei:n 

-sick over the past several years pr if any of the 

members of the community have any•health affect,;. 

riR. D'PASACRITA: Wall, then in that 

respect you have nothing to show that what you will 
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2 do here would be a successful program to eliminate 

3 this particular hazard that is affecting people. We 

4 can assume that is affecting people, but no figures. 

5 I don't understand this. 
6 MS. OLSEN: I think if I could just 

7 clarify a little bit more. Within the EPA, again 

8 within the Superfvmd program and our law, we do 

9 conduct risk assessments. That is our basis for 

10 determining the need for facts. What you have 

11 mentioned are more epidemiological studies or 

12 looking at health effects within an area. Now, 

13 these are typically conducted by the New Jersey 

14 Department of Health and Senior Services. They have 

15 registries within the state that look on a c.-)unty 

16 level and tl ey also look statewide at incident rates 

17 for differen-. diseases, do comparisons and lot.'k for 

18 any potential impact and that is an ongoing pr-jgram 

19 within the Ne-' Jersey Department of Health and 

20 'Senior Services. If they identify a potential 

21 problem then t.iey would do further investigation's 
'i 

22 within their program and it is just the way these 

23 registri)es are lieveloped, they are looked at at .-.he 

24 state level and that is something tihat is ongoinc 
'J 

25 w i t h i n t h e s t a t e . 
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_2_. MR. HAKLAR: Question over there. 

3 MS. O'BRIEN: My name is Ginny 

4 O'Brien, 0, apostrophe, B-R-I-E-N. i live at 117 

5 Madison Drive, South Plainfield. We are talking 

6 about PCB's, okay. Am I correct on knowing that 

7 that particular chemical is like a dust that flies 

8 through the air? 

9 MR. MANNINO: PCB's were used at the 

10 industrial park up to 1962 as a coolant. They are 

11 an insulator basically. They were used in Cornell's 

12 process of manufacturing capacitors. The 

13 manufacture of PCB's was banned in the United States 

14 in 1977, I believe. They are an oily substance, an 

15 oily liquid At the industrial park, because the 

H6 material was disposed of in the rear of the 

17 facility, they were absorbed by the soil. Prior to 

18 EPA coming to the site in 1996, 1997 that industrial 

19 park was unpaved. Most of the industrial park vas 

20 unpaved. Because of vehicles traveling at the 

21 industrial park, tractor-trailers, people coming 

22 with their cars to get to work during dry times cf 

23 the year, that created dust. That dust was blown by 

24 winds and has impacted the residents adjacent to t:he 

25 industrial park. We found PCB's in their soils and 
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also in their dust and in some of the homes. I 

think it was a total of 15 homes. We have already 

cleaned those 15 homes and so I am not sure if that 

answers your question regarding the dust. 

MS. O'BRIEN: Yes, but did you do a 

study in the perimeter of this town to see if that 

dust, in fact, was in other people's soil or did you 

just stay on the site? 

MR. MANNING: No, no, no. We did, and 

I am trying to figure out the best way of explaining 

it, we performed the work on the residential 

properties and the business around the industrial 

park on the phased approach. We first looked at the 

homes on Spic.=̂ r, on Hamilton and then we went m e 

block over. h{ the end of the study we sampled --

in the southeri- portion of the site we went fron; 

Spicer all the vay to Roosevelt School. I am no" 

sure if you're familiar with that area. We went, on 

the eastern portion of the site, we'went up to 10) 

fee"t past Belmonv.. We sampled properties along 

Metuchen Road on the eastern portion and then we 

went on the eastern portion, we went \ip to Hancock 

and we sampled dovm New Market Avenue. 

" MS. 5'BRIEN: None were found in that 
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area? 

MR. MANNINO: What we found was, as 

you moved further away from the industrial park, 

5 decreasing trends in the concentration. The highest 

€ concentrations were found in the homes closest to 

7 the industrial park, Spicer, Belmont, Garibaldi, 

8 Delmore those blocks. We did find, as we did our 

9 sampling, that there are some homes that we need to 

10 do additional investigations in and that is part of 

11 the remedy that we collected a year ago. What we 

12 found is that there are still some homes, I believe 

13 it is four, that we need to remedy -- excavated the 

14 soils and there are other homes, I think about 59 

15 where we need to do additional sampling. There was 

6 at lease one semple on each of those properties that 

17 exceeded the State of New Jersey .49 parts per 

18 million for PCB's. So, we need to go back to these 

19 homes and do additional sampling. All of the 

20 homeowner's have received notification regarding the 

21 results of the sainpling, and so to answer your 

22 question, I think to summarize is we did a broad 

23 survey of the area and we have reached a point where 

24 we started seeing all these non-detect --we didn't 

25 find-any PCB's, fo:.- example, on Hancock and on 

31 

TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
(973)285-0411 

500298 



• 

2 Bergen. We also sampled, before I forget, because 

3 of potential impact of the Bound Brook and flooding, 

4 we sampled homes on Schillaci, Lowden, Oakmoor and 

5 there is one more, Schillaci has two roads to it. 

6 MS. O'BRIEN: Fred Allen Drive? 

7 MR. MANNINO: Fred Allen Drive, yeah, 

8 which is quite a ways away from the industrial park, 

9 but we just wanted to make sure that flooding wasn't 

10 impacting those homes. So, yes, we did a broad 

11 survey and it answered the question. 

12 Are there still some unanswered 

13 questions? Yes, and we need to go back to those 

14 homes and that is why we were here a year ago, and 

15 we have told hcmeowners we need to come and do 

6 additional samp.-ing. 

17 MS. O'BRIEN: What about Spring Lak •. 

18 Park, you said tl.at the water was contaminated 

19 within that park, correct, the water way? 

20 , MR. MANNINO: No, not the surface 

21 water. What happeled was each -- the Bound Brook, 

22 New Market Pond, Sjring Lake, some of the 

23 tributaries like Ceiar Brook, Green Brook all have a 

24 little different sî .uation with it. Spring Lake, 

25 EPA collected samples, fish samples from Spring 
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2 Lake. We found that some of the fish in the lake .: 

3 had PCB's in the tissue. The State of New Jersey 

4 went back and collected additional soil and sediment 

5 samples along the beds of Spring Lake. What those 

6 results found was there were pesticides and some 

7 other contaminants in those sediments, but no PCB's, 

8 to the best of my knowledge, in any of those 

9 sediment samples from Spring Lake and the surface 

10 water from Spring Lake was never sampled, but keep 

11 in mind where Spring Lake is in relation to the, 

12 Cornell site, the Bound Brook/New Market Pond there 

13 is a dam there, so.there are some issues related 

14 with Spring Lake, but to answer your question, what 

15 we have told the Borough of South Plainfield is 

'16 based on our ccnversations with New Jersey 

17 Department of Health and Senior Services, the 

18 surface water is safe to use for recreational 

19 purposes. The only issue comes right now is from 

20 the.Bound Brook end New Market Pond at Spring Lake 

21 regarding the consumption of fish from those water 

22 bodies. That is \ hy the fish advisory was issued, 

23 which basically sa/s you can catch, but you must 

24 release those fish., 

25 MS. C'BRIEN: But then you're saying 
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that the water does not show any sign of it --

MR. MANNINO: The water in Spring Lake 

is safe to use for recreational purposes. I cannot 

tell you - - w e have collected so many samples, I 

cannot tell you formally that there is no detectable 

concentration of PCB's in the water. I will look 

for the answer to that. I will let you know. 

MS. O'BRIEN: That is what concerns me 

because that water overflows into the land. You 

have children, you have animals that are on that 

every day of the week, so if that water is soaking 

into that soil who says it is not in the soil? 

MR. MANNINO: No, no, let me back up, 

I'm sorry. For the Bound Brook corridor EPA has 

collected over 1.300 soil and sediment samples. 

Included in that we sampled every 50 feet and then 

every hundred fee •. transection, then four samples 

along each of those lines. We looked at some of th« 

areas where there :<feTe some of the more highly 

concentrated areas of PCB contamination and we 

looked at the potential for an impact, and we 

sampled Veteran's Mumorial Park. We sampled three 

different areas near- Fred Allen, Schillaci, Oakmoor, 

also where there is a potential for flooding, areas 
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2 that we know that flood. We looked at that data, 

3 and, yes, in some of those flood areas, not on the 

4 residential properties, but in the low lying flood 

5 areas there was some actual low level concentrations 

6 of PCB's. As soon as we received each of those 

7 sampling events, we went to New Jersey Department of 

8 Health and Senior Services and our risk assessor 

9 looked at the data. They do a consultation for us. 

10 They look at the data. They look at who is using 

11 those recreation areas. Based on their review of 

12 the data, they said it was safe to use those areas 

13 for recreational purposes. 

14 MS. O'BRIEN: What do you mean by 

15 recreational, explain that please? 

6 MR. MANNINO: For the person who goei 

17 fishing and decides to go wading in the water in 

18 order to drop their line, it is safe or kids who 

19 drive their ATV's through some of the paths that are 

20 back there, it is safe for people who want to use 

21 the trails that are back there, so every time we had 

22 the da:ta, we went tc the New Jersey Department of 

23 Health, our risk asstissor looked a the data, they 

24 said it's safe for the current use. Do we need to 

25 still d© a more detailed and thorough investigation 

35 

TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
(973)285-0411 

500302 



# 

and collect more samples, yes, and we will be doing 

the full blown risk assessment, both the human 

health and ecological once we have all that data, 

5 but we have already collected 1500 samples and those 

6 people that I just talked of looked at that data 

7 over the time that it has been collected and if you 

8 would like, I could get you a copy of their report 

9 that says it is safe for this use. A copy of that 

10 report is in the South Plaintiff Library. All the 

11 documents that have been generated for this site, 

12 what we call the administrative recreation, is 

13 located, one copy is in the EPA's office in New York 

14 and the other copy is in the library in the 

15 reference center. So, if you leave your, mailing 

16 address or contac •, I will make a copy of all of 

17 that. 

18 MS. ('BRIEN: The question is why a 

19 cancer found site within our town, why haven't we 

20 asked"to have a cancer survey done in this town to 

21 see if there has been numerous cases pointed out? 

22 ; MR. MAiTNlNO: I am going to let Marion 

23 answer that. 

24 MS. OLSSN: Again, the New Jersey 

25 Department of Health end Human Services has what is 
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2 called a tumor registry. Any person that develops., 

3 cancer within the state, the hospital and their 

4 physician report to this tumor registry that has 

5 been in existence for a large number of years and 

6 they do ongoing reviews where they compare the 

7 incident rates. They look at any trends in the 

8 data, they look at it at the county level, they look 

9 at it at the state level and this is basically 

10 studies that are ongoing within the Department of 

11 Health and Senior Services and those reports are 

12 published. They do have a home page. They are 

13 published on a yearly basis and I would be happy to 

14 work with you if you would like to talk to the 

15 Department of Heal'-.h directory. 

6 MS. C'BRIEN: I have, that is why I am* 

17 asking. I have called the cancer society and I have 

18 asked what the rate Df cancer was within South 

19 Plainfield and I was told, my answer came back to me 

20 is we don't do town ior town. We do counties, just 

21 the counties, so that doesn't tell me what the 

22 cancer rate here in tcwn might be and in my own 

2:3 experience, I am seeinj an awful lot of it. 

24 A VOICE: There's 18 cases just on 

25 Delmore Avenue of cancer over the years. I can show 
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2 you the names and addresses over the years 18 and__ 

3 more. 

4 MS. O'BRIEN: We have it right within 

5 my own community, tremendous amounts of people 

6 coming down. I have a brother right now that was on 

7 his deathbed, he was dying of lung cancer and I want 

8 to know if this has anything to do with why he came 

9 down with it. 

10 MS. OLSEN: There are a number of 

11 factors that contribute to disease. As I said, your 

12 concern is specifically for the town. 

13 MS. O'BRIEN: I think that the study 

14 should have been done once this site was noticed, to 

15 take a check on thii community because when this 

6 first came up, I called the EPA. I asked the 

17 question on what rad.'.us around this particular site 

18 would it effect the people in South Plainfield and I 

19 was told a three mile radius. Well, that takes in 

20 almost all of South Plainfield --

21 - MS. 0LSE)7: Pete, I am not --

22 MS. O'BRIEN: -- that could be 

23 effected by the Superfund site. 

24 MS. OLSEN: I think we need to look at 

25 exactly -- what are they looking at, NPL listings. 
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they may have been looking at different data. I am 

not familiar --

MR. 

three mile radius 

MS. 

this I was on the 

called them and I 

MANNINO: I am not sure where the 

--

O'BRIEN: When we first discovered 

committee here in town, so I 

asked them and that was one of the 

responses that came back. There were other 

neighbors of mine that decided to call to see what 

39 

their answer was. They were told exactly the same 

thing. It was a three mile radius around this 

contaminated site because of the dust factor of the 

PCB's that would r̂ o airborne that could affect the 

three mile radius around and I even said to them 

that takes in our wiole town. 

MR. Mî NNINO: 'Let me make two 

statements. One, on:: data that we have collected 

during our RI does net support three miles. The 

second thing, and I an not sure who exactly you 

talked to, but; what tl ey may have been referring to 

is one of the things tlat we do during the 

groundwater investigation is we do a well survey of 

a three mile area, typically around a three mile 

area. 
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MS. O'BRIEN: Well, your wells didn't 

prove very --

MR. MANNINO: Well, to determine if 

there are any residents in the area that are still 

using private well water. 

MS. O'BRIEN: And there were. 

MR. MANNING: So, that might be the 

survey that they are talking about, but I don't want 

to speculate because I wasn't part of that 

conversation, but to answer your question the dust 

has not gone three miles. 

MS. O'BRIEN: What happens when you 

start --if you do decide to remove that soil, what 

happens; how do you contain it that it will not go 

air born? 

MR. MAIJNINO: Before we can actually 

go, out and do the wor:, and I think that is one of 

the misconceptions of some of the people that I have 

spoken with just recen:ly, a lot of people feel 

after this meeting that there is going to be a 

bulldozer"'out tearing down buildings. 

MS. O'BRIilN: You said there vlould be 

another meeting in August; right? Didn't yclu 

mention that there would be another meeting in 
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2 August? 

3 MR. MANNINO: At the end of the 

4 comment period, that ends in August, then we have to 

5 issue the record of decision, that does the 

6 preferred altemative change based upon the 

7 community's comments. We then move into what we 

8 talked about, what I mentioned the remedial design 

9 phase. We develop plans on how the work is going to 

10 be done. One of the factors in developing those 

11 plans is safety, the health and safety plan. If the 

12 work cannot be done protecting the workers' safety 

13 or the community surrounding the industrial park or 

14 the truck routes or something like that that the 

15 trucks are going to l?e taking, we cannot do the job. 

fl6 We have to take another look at it and figure out 

17 another way of doing ;lt. So, we do air monitoring 

18 while the work is done, make sure that there is no 

19 contamination leaving t.?ie site. We have all the 

2 0 health and safety plans in place. We take the 

21 measures necessary in 02der to perform the :^b 

22 properly so that the wor cers who are doing tne work 
i 

23 aren't impacted and the 1 earby residents and 

24 community is not impacted by air emissions, dust and 

25 a long list of other items. 
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2 MS. O'BRIEN: When you did remove some 

3 of the soil from some of the homes, there were two 

4 homes that I saw on Hamilton Boulevard, that soil 

5 was wide open. When you drove down the road that 

6 soil was wide open when you removed it. It wasn't 

7 covered, it wasn't protected. It was wide open as 

8 it went into the truck and it sat wide open on the 

9 truck. 

10 MR. MANNINO: The trucks before they 

11 leave the site are covered to make sure. 

12 ' MS. O'BRIEN: Maybe when they leave 

13 the site, but while they are working that is open to 

14 the air. 

15 MR. MANNINO: We need a way to take 

1̂6 the soil from the homeowners ground, put it in the 

17 backhoe and load it in--,o the truck. We had, on each 

18 of those properties, a network of air monitoring 

19 stations to determine wliether or not there was any 

20 dust generated there and if there was any 

21 contamination in that dust. 

22 MS. O'BRIEK: To me, I am not trying 

23 to argue with you, to me \rhen I ride by and I see 

24 open soil going into a trvck, that is open for dust. 

25 There has to be dust. It zannot be eliminated. 
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_̂ ^ 2 MR. MANNINO: I understand your point. 

3 It's a valid point, but we take the measures to 

flp 4 minimize any dust that would be generated. 

5 MS. O'BRIEN: But I am looking at how 

6 many people might have been contaminated while you 

7 were doing that job and that is what I am concerned 

8 about when you start on this. There has to be a 

9 better protection than what I saw when you started 

10 digging this up. That is my opinion. Thank you. 

11 MR. HAKLAR: Someone over here was 

12 making a comment, I don't know if they want to. 

13. MR. MANNINO: Mr. Hogan? 

14 MR. HOG?Û : William Hogan, H-0-G-A-N. 

15 How do you determine which way you're going to 

6 excavate this or clean it up? 

17 MR. MANNI.70: Those exact details are 

18 going to come to bare during the remedial design. 

19 Let me say one more poin., Mr. Hogan, one of the 

20 things we a^e trying to eo here at the agency is to 

21 provide the-community witi as much information as we 

22 have as it becomes availalle. We have had numerous 

23 information sessions, publ.lc meetings. One of the 

24 things that we are going tC' try to do is as we work 

25 through this "design process, is continue to have 
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those information sessions here at the town hall and 

start to relay that information to the community. 

What will the truck routes look like if the material 

is being shipped off site; what will the site look 

like; where are we going to be putting these thermal 

desorption units; how are vehicles going to come and 

go on the site, so as that information becomes 

available, we are going to put it out to the 

community. 

MR. HOGAN: But the buildings aren't 

the cause of the site. The buildings are the result 

of the site's contamination. 

MR. MANNINO: The buildings are part 

of the problem, 

MR. HOGAN: But over here is where the 

dump is, right back in l.sre, in the back here. All 

that area there was the underground dump right 

there. That is -- the dunp actually was bigger than 

that. It was all around .his way. Now you have got 

the stream right there. ^ow all of this saturation 

is going through and satur iting the contaminated 

Bound Brook stream, which jou know where that goes, 

out there. Hpwever, there Is a layer of shale from 

Spring Lake which is about .2 to 14 feet deep 
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2 underground level and it gradually slopes up to.that 

3 contamination. Now, through the years all of this 

4 rain water that went down and filtered all this 

5 water down and that shale acted as a carrier into 

6 Spring Lake. That is why Spring Lake had PCB's in 

7 there and will continue to have it in there. Now, 

8 Bound Brook is contaminated. This stream here has 

9 got PCB's, high contents, you admit that. 

10 MR. MANNINO: Yes. 

11 MR. HOGAN: The bottom of that creek 

12 is higher, worse than Spring Lake, so there is a 

13 natural flow from that creek towards Spring Lake, so 

14 are you going to dig that dump up or are you going 

15 to pave over it --

16 MR. MANNINO: No, no, no, it's not 

17 going to be paved. 

18 MR. HOGAN -- because if you pave over 

19 it, you're not going to do nothing. 

20 MR. MANNINO: These capacitor disposal 

21 areas under.each of those alternatives, including 

22 the preferred alternative, about 5100 square feet 

23 surface area will be excavated, shipped off-site and 

24 then into a toxical landfill. 

25 MR. HOGAN: All of that on that side? 
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2 MR. MANNINO: Everything that is in 

3 red right now will go off-site and, hold on, for the 

4 preferred alternative everything in red and blue 

5 here would be excavated. Everything in red and blue 

6 is everything that exceeds 500 parts per million of 

7 PCB's, which is a source material and everything in 

8 blue is for the volatiles that are impacting the 

9 groundwater. 

10 MR. HOGAN: We used to bum it, we 

11 used to burn that stuff and then the smoke was 

12 settling. PCB's used to settle all over the town. 

13 It is the underground stuff that is the killer. 

14 MR. MANNINO: You're right. The site 

15 has impacted the groundwater. The site has impacted 

'16 the Bound Brook. When you look at the proposed plan 

17 we have objectives. What are the goals, remedial 

18 action and objectives for this remedy. Protect 

19 human health and the environment, first and 

20 foremost. 

21 Second, to prevent the minimized run 

22 off from the industrial park to the Bound Brook so 

23 that is an objective. We need to achieve this and 

24 this will do it. The third is prevent the 

25 minimized -- I forgot the exact language that is in 

— L 
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2 the proposed plan, but mitigation, migration of_. 

3 contaminants to the groundwater will remedy, will 

4 achieve that. 

5 MR. HOGAN: Where you have the purple 

6 areas there, that has the highest PCB's? 

7 MR. MANNING: The red are PCB's. The 

8 blue are, for example, the volatiles. 

9 MR. HOGAN: You're just going to 

10 excavate those, is that it? 

11 MR. MANNINO: Base on what we know now 

12 during the remedial design phase we need to collect 

13 some additional samples to figure out exactly where 

14 we will begin at and where it will end. 

15 MR. HOGAN: So, you're going to take 

16 tests as you continue the excavation? 

17 MR. MANNINO: That's correct. 

18 MR. HOGAN: You have topped that now. 

19 You put the black top over that now; is that 

20 correct? 

21 MR. MANNINO: There is an asphalt 

22 cover on the developed portion or the western 

23 portion of the site, yes. 

.24 MR. HOGAN: What I am trying to figure 

;::5 out is that is still contaminated all the way up to 
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2 and including the brook, it has to be. 

3 MR. MANNINO: There are different 

4 levels of contamination at different parts at the 

5 site. When you look at ten parts per million clean 

6 up goal, almost all of the 20 some odd acres of the 

7 industrial park has some level of contamination over 

8 10 parts per million. 

9 MR. HOGAN: That was like 12-foot 

10 deep. That is 12-foot of contamination. That there 

11 where the other area is are not that deep, you go 

12 down a foot and you probably get it out. 

13 MR. MANNINO: That's right. I mean we 

14 collected samples through the slabs in each of the 

15 buildings and we saw that some of those foundations, 

'16 those buildings are built right on top of that slab, 

17 that bedrock that you just iTeferenced before, as you 

18 move further towards the Bound Brook it generally 

19 slopes. 

20 MR. HOGAN: All the way to Spring 

21 Lake. 

>2 MR. MANNINO: Right, SO in that 

1'3 undeveloped area of the site, we encountered bedrock 

24 at around 10 -- somewhere between 14 to 16 feet in 

2> this area here. The maximum depth is 14 to 16 feet. 
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2 What we are saying is anywhere on that industrial 

Y" 3 park, both horizontally and vertically where soil 

4 contains concentrations greater than 500 parts per 

5 million we will excavate that material. 

6 MR. HOGAN: Well, I have to relay a 

7 little story that won't taken much time. There was 

8 a man that lived behind the Polish National Home. 

9 He used land to up there and I would always get him 

10 to do some work for me now and then. He was telling 

11 me I got up this morning, I went up to the Bound 

12 Brook there, the brook there, I washed my hands, 

13 shaved any everything else. In six months that poor 

14 guy was dead with the most advanced cancer I have 

15 ever seen in my life. PCB's, what I can read, can 

16 be ingested right through the skin. Can you tell me 

17 is a little bit of cancer better than a lot or is a 

18 little bit of PCB's in the bloodstream better than a 

19 lot of PCB's, where do we draw the line here? 

20 MR. MANNINO: As Marion mentioned 

21 before, the risk assessment looks at the cancer and 

i2 the non-cancer and there is a threshold and risk 

23 range to each of those. You raise a very legitimate 

2':: concern, but we have the data and we have collected 

25 data for now seven years -- let me finish, Mr. 
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2 Hogan. We are coming to the community with a way to 

3 address this problem, to solve the problem, create a 

4 final remedy. I understand your concem. I 

5 understand the concems of some of the other members 

6 of the community. We have to make a decision now 

7 how to address that contamination. 

8 MR. HOGAN: I have to be quite frank 

9 with you, you I have dealt with before. I consider 

10 you to be an honest and upright man. However, all 

11 the way down the line I don't trust the government 

12 anymore. Believe me, I'm sorry, but I just don't 

13 trust anybody in the government so what we are 

14 saying now is perhaps true, but I want to find out. 

15 I want to check. I am going to keep checking just 

16 to see where we are. Have they lowered the standard 

17 of PCB's and how many parts'per million now or 

18 what's higher or lower now, it is much lower than it 

19 was before. There have been all conflicting reports 

20 I have been reading on PCB contamination, the clean 

; 1 up, everything else. At least you're going to dig 

2 2 this dump out. That is a step in the right 

2. direction. 

24 MR. MANNINO: As I said, before as we 

25 develop these plans, as we get past this major 

50 

TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
(973)285-0411 

5 0 0 3 1 7 



2 milestone we are going to keep coming to the 

3 community and say this is how we plan on 

4 implementing this work, this is how we plan on 

5 tearing down these buildings as they inform where 

6 the truck routes are going to go, you give us your 

7 feedback. I don't know what more I can do other 

8 than provide you with that information and if we 

9 make poor judgment on one of the truck routes and 

10 the community comes back and says there is a better 

11 way of doing it, as you can see there is a rail 

12 line, those are issues that we need to work through. 

13 MR. HOGAN: You are going to put up 

14 monitors, right? 

15 MR. MANNINO: During the work, once we 

'16 are actually doing the work there will be a complete 

17 network of monitoring for the workers, for the 

18 residents, for the work being done. We will explain 

i9 to you before the work begins, we will come back to 

7 0 the community and explain what that network looks 

2:L like, explain that to you, so I am hoping you will 

2:̂  have a little bit more ease and understanding on 

23: what we are doing. 

24 MR. HOGAN: The house I live in now, 

25 three people have died of cancer before I bought it. 
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2 I don't make things like that up. One guy next 

3 door, his daughter had cancer, these are over the 

4 years, and I called up and they said, health and 

5 whatever it is, I called up, they said "Well, it has 

6 to be within the last five years for it to be 

7 noted," but that's been there since 1930 something. 

8 MR. MANNINO: I am not questioning the 

9 facts regarding members of the community. I am just 

10 at a point now, Mr. Hogan, where I have to say to 

11 the community, we have been sampling for seven 

12 years. We have documented everything that we can 

13 regarding the extent and the type of contamination 

14 at the industrial park. We are at a point now where 

15 we have to say how do we fix this problem. 

16 MR. HOGAN: That is ground zero right. 

17 That is where you have got to go, you know that. 

18 MR. HAKLAR: I know there have been a 

19 lot of hands up, just bear with me. Over here, you 

2 ) over there. 

21 MR. CHAPIN: Rich Chapin, C-H-A-P-I-N. 

22 I'm a licensed professional engineer. I am retained 

23 by the Edison Wetlands Association to help them 

24 resolve a couple of questions. 

25 The alternative S2 starts out with 270 
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some thousand cubic yards. The other altematives 

drop down to less than half that number. Could you 

explain that different please? 

MR. MANNING: Sure. The alternative 

you're referring to is altemative S2. 

MR. CHAPIN: With the 287? 

MR. MANNINO: Right, that has a clean 

up goal for PCB's of ten parts per million. 

MR. CHAPIN: Universal? 

MR. MANNINO: For all the soil. It 

also includes the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection impact on groundwater soil 

clean up criteria. Those other contaminants are 

acting.as a source of groundwater contamination. 

That component, that second line there, applied to 

alternative S2 through S5. , 

MR, CHAPIN: I got that. Where is the 

ten PBC's from, what is the basis? 

MR. MANNINO: The State of New Jersey 

has two as an industrial clean up number. 

MR. CHAPIN: You're using ten. Where 

did you get that, how did you get the ten? 

MR. MT̂ NNINO: EPA has a guidance 

document that has a range between 10 to 25 parts per 
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million for a clean up goal for commercial 

properties across the country. We are using the 

lower boundary of that range, 10 PPM's. It has a 

clean up goal for residential properties of one part 

per million which we use. The number you are 

referring to is the State of New Jersey clean up 

criteria for PCB's for commercial properties of two 

parts per million and they have a residential number 

of .49. 

MR. CHAPIN: You're using EPA's number 

not the DEP's number? 

MR, MANNINO: That's correct. 

MR. CHAPIN: So, how did you get 

from -- so, the other numbers are based, the other 

numbers, tonnages, yards are based on the 500 

principal threat note? 

MR. MANNINO: Right. 

MR. CHAPIN: Could you explain to 

everybody what the principle threat number is? 

MR. MANNINO: Sure. Once again EPA 

had various documents that identify 500 parts per 

million as a principal threat for PCB's. What a 

principal threat is, a principal threat is a source 

material that is either highly toxic or mobile that 

54 

J 
TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 

(973)285-0411 

5 0 0 3 2 1 



# 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1^ 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

cannot either 

there were to 

than 500 part 

unacceptable : 

definition? 

be 

be 

properly 

exposure 

contained or that. 

to concentrations < 

s per million, it would pose an 

risk. 

MR. 

MR. 

MS. 

CHAPIN: 

MANNINO: 

OLSEN: 

Unacceptable 

Marion? 

It basically 

i risk 

would 

_if 

greater 

by 

exceed 

55 

the risk range that EPA uses and this would be 

specific for workers or for residents. That is why 

there is a difference in those two numbers. 

MR. MANNINO: If I could just add to 

that. If you look in the proposed plan, for the 

other people who want to follow the definition of 

what a principal threat is, on page seven there is a 

box in the top right-hand corner of the proposed 

plan that defines source material and principal 

threats or PCB's. 

MR..CHAPIN: Your presentation was 

talking about institutional controls for soils 

between two and ten. 

MR. MANNINO: Engineering controls. 

MR. CHAPIN: Is it engineering 

controls or it is institutional controls and what is 
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that? 

MR. MANNING: Each of the altematives 

S2 through S5 require the implementation of 

5 institutional controls. An example --

6 MR. CHAPIN: I understand exactly what 

7 it is, for them please. 

8 MR. MANNING: You asked the question 

9 so I am answering you. An institutional control, an 

10 example of an institutional control is, for example, 

11 a deed restriction. There are different types of 

12 deed restrictions. I am not an attorney. I am not 

13 going to speculate on exactly what that deed 

14 restriction or that institutional control will 

15 ultimately look like at this property. There are 

It different types of them. The goal of that 

17 institutional control is to ensure that any future 

18 owners of the industrial park or users of the 

19 industrial park are well aware of the site 

20 conditions, that is the institutional control. 

21 The engineering control we are saying 

22 • that anything above the State of New Jersey's clean 

23 up goal of two parts per million, which you 

24 referenced before and up to ten parts per million 

25 requires an engineering control. There's different 
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types of engineering controls. They could.be a cap, 

asphalt or concrete. It could be a soil cover. It 

could be vegetative covers. It could be a sign. It 

could be a fence. It could be signs, so what we are 

looking at at this site is not one solution for the 

whole entire site, it's a very complex and 

complicated site and for people who were at some of 

the prior information sessions, what we always 

talked about is what is the likelihood of a 

combination of technology to address this complex 

site. So, when you look at most of these 

alternatives, it's a combination. The institutional 

controls, the engineering controls, the cap, the 

excavation, the thermal desorption and the list goes 

on. 

MR. CHAPIN: In the present worth 

analysis that you are using, what time frame? 

MR. MANNING: Present worth was looked 

at over 3 0 years for O & M , operation and 

maintenance," of the cap and a one percent value was 

used to calculate the present worth. 

MR. CHAPIN: What happens after 30 

years? 

MR. MANNINO: The property continues 
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2 to have to be maintained by the property owner as 

3 per the requirements of a long term O & M plan. 

4 Thirty years is used as a baseline by the EPA to 

5 compare one altemative to the next altemative. 

6 The institutional control and the engineering 

7 control runs with the property. They do not expire 

8 at any date or time. 

9 MR. CHAPIN: And the assumption in the 

10 future, the funding comes from SST or the future 

11 property owner to maintain this? 

12 MR. MANNINO: That is a possibility. 

13 One of the questions I have been asked is who is 

14 going to pay for this. There are potentially 

15 responsible parties for the site. EPA could pay for 

16 the funding, that decision hasn't been made. I 

17 don't know what the remedy is going to cost yet 

18 until the record of decision has been issued. 

19 MR. CHAPIN: The multi-layer cap to 

20 , control whatever it is you're going to control on 

21 site, conceptually where is it going and what is it 

22 joing to look like? 

23 MR. MANNINO: The multi-layer cap is 

24 tor contaminated soil greater than ten parts per 

25 million up to 500 parts per million because 
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everything above 500 parts per million will be 

addressed, so when you go back to this figure, the 

areas in the green are greater than ten parts per 

5 million. If you were to do an overlay between this 

6 slide and that slide, it would tell you what the 

7 difference is. Now, the reality is this is an 

8 active industrial park. You're going to have 

9 structures there, it's part of the borough's master 

10 plan. Multi-layer cap, if you were to read the 

11 recent building study, it explains potentially what 

12 we mean by multi-layer cap, two or more layers and 

13 we leave it up to the person doing the work, the 

14 flexibility to design what that cap is going to look 

15 like. We don't want to say it has to be six inches 

16 of concrete and that is the only way it could be. 

17 We are saying we understand it is an active 

18 industrial park. The structures, the parking area 

19 would be incorporated as.part of that multi-layer 

20 cap and when you have a parking lot, even though 

21 --here maybe a small area, hypothetically, that there 

22 is no PCB concentration detected or any other 

23 concentration detected, if it's in the middle of the 

24 pirking lot, the reality of it is it is going to be 

25 paved. I have never seen a parking lot in the 
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2 middle of the parking stalls that has a two foot 

3 area of soil exposed, so you have to keep in mind 

4 where we are. 

5 MR. CHAPIN: So, there is not going to 

6 be one cell located someplace where soil that has to 

7 be excavated or concentrated? 

8 MR. MANNING: The area that has to be 

9 excavated under all the alternatives and the 

10 preferred alternative, is 5100 square feet that we 

11 have identified here. Our test pit excavations are 

12 based on aerial, our interpretation of aerial 

13 photographs. Those areas shaded in red under all 

14 the alternatives and the preferred alternative would 

15 be excavated and shipped off site. Is that your 

16 question? 

17 MR. CHAPIN: No. That is going --

18 that is being excavated and shipped off site. There 

19 rire areas with greater than 500 outside those areas? 

2 0 MR. MANNINO: Yes. 

21 MR. CHAPIN: That is going to be 

22 excavated and processed in the thermal desorber; is 

23 that correct? 

24 MR. MT^NNINO: Yes. 

25 MR. CHAPIN: After it comes out of the 
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thermal desorber are you going to put it back where 

you got it from or are you going make one bigger 

pile of all of it and make a cell saying not allowed 

5 on the unpaved area of the site? 

6 MR. MANNINO: We have gone into 

7 details on exactly how much soil, we are estimating 

8 that half is going to have to go off site for 

9 disposal and the other half will be put back on the 

10 site. Exactly where it is going to be put back --

11 MR. CHAPIN: It is a hundred thousand 

12 tons of soil, that is a lot of dirt. But there has 

13 been no concept that, okay if we have to put a cell 

14 out here -- I am worried about the destruction if 

15 this is going to be a landfill --

16 MR. MANNINO: No, because --

17 MR, CHAPIN --a landfill cell on the 

18 property. 

19 MR. MANNINO: There won't be a 

20 liindfill cell on the property because the goal is 

21 after the material comes out of the thermal 

22 detorption unit, we need to design that thermal 

23 desorption unit, see ultimately what the soils are 

24 goiig to come out as. One of the reasons that we 

25 are saying that some of the material, some of the 
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soils and debris is going to be shipped off site is^ 

because the thermal desorption unit may not be able 

to properly handle that material. First of all, the 

thermal desorption unit can't handle the metallic 

debris, so all that material has to be sifted and 

removed from it. Now, because of the level of 

volatiles in the soils, if you start sifting that 

debris out, you have to deal with the issue of 

vapors because of the volatiles, so because of the 

site specific conditions and because -- and another 

site specific conditions are the high levels of PCB 

concentrations, the thermal desorption unit may not 

be able to properly handle that material. That 

material will go off site. Exactly what that volume 

is, we are estimating it is half and it is not until 

we go through the design phase and ultimately be 

able to determine what the soil coming out of that 

imit looks like, are we able to determine what we 

ere putting back. 

MR. CHAPIN: My question was where. I 

UI)derstand the process, but you don't know --

MR. MANNINO: That's correct. 

MR. CHAPIN: -- right now you're going 

to scrape up a hundred thousand tons of soil from 
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around the site, run it through the machine, but you 

don't know where it is going to stay on the 

property, you don't know where it is going to go? 

MR. MANNING: Correct. We haven't 

gotten to that level of detail yet. 

MR. CHAPIN: In theory the level of 

PCB's at the tail end of the thermal desorption unit 

is less than 500 it is acceptable, is that so? 

MR. MANNINO: No. We need to get into 

the ultimate design, but from what I have seen from 

thermal desorption units, you're able to bring down 

the concentrations of PCB's to a lot greater 

concentration than that. 

MR. CHAPIN: What the unit achieves is 

a different criteria that you have been talking 

about between 10 and 500? 

MR. MANNINO: To answer that question, 

the ultimate -- those criteria have not been 

established yet. 

MR. CHAPIN: And the last comment is 

in reviewing the truck traffic down Hamilton Avenue 

I think you would serve yourself and the community 

very well to seriously look at rail transportation. 

It Is right there. 
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2 MR. MANNINO: It Stares everyone in 

3 the face, it is right there. That's a decision that 

4 has to be evaluated during the remedial design. 

5 MR. CHAPIN: The costs are based on 

6 trucking? 

7 MR. MANNINO: Yes. 

8 MR. CHAPIN: All on trucking? 

9 MR. MANNINO: Yes. 

10 MR. CHAPIN: Okay, thank you. 

11 MR. HAKLAR: Yes, in the back. 

12 MR. D'ALESSANDRO: Michael 

13 D'Alessandro, D apostrophe, A-L-E-S-S-A-N-D-R-0. I 

14 believe we spoke on the phone earlier today. I'm a 

15 new tenant in one of the buildings on the site. You 

16 i.alked about PCB's. I wanted to know are those 

17 b'aildings, the actual buildings that were used by 

18 tl.e electronic company when they manufactured their 

19 Cc.pacitors or were those constructed after they 

20 le.'t? 

21 MR. MANNINO: Most of the buildings at 

22 the industrial park were in place at the time 

23 Correll operated at the site. I believe there were 

24 a couple of buildings in this area here that came 

25 either at the end of their occupation at the site or 
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sometime thereafter. 

MR. D'ALESSANDRO: Building .6, that 

long rectangular one up at the top near the railroad 

5 right there where the red is behind it, I occupy 

6 that building. The floor has a black tar like 

7 residue in my warehouse area, is that residue from 

8 this PCB's process do you know? 

9 MR. MANNINO: No. 

10 MR. D'ALESSANDRO: Do you know what 

11 that residue is? 

12 MR. MANNINO: I don't know, but if you 

13 would like, I could come out to the industrial park 

14 as I said earlier in other conversations, take a 

15 l.ook at the area you're concerned about, talk to you 

16 aoout the specific results of building six, and I 

17 cc uld give you the exact construction time of 

18 building six. 

19 MR. D'ALESSANDRO: Because I need to 

2 0 kncV what activities that I am performing there may 

21 agg;-avate the situation, creating dust or air born 

22 situations that will harm my employees. 

23 MR. MANNINO: As we mentioned in 

24 todai's call after we received the initial sample 

25 results, we met with New Jersey Department of Health 
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and we also had OSHA come in and take a look at the_. 

results. Both said, as we discussed, that the 

buildings can be used for continued use, for the 

existing use. We handed out, when we had the data 

we met with each of the building tenants and we have 

a series of fact sheets, and I will provide you with 

those facts sheets, on how to minimize you and your 

employers and other businesses that you have at the 

building, a way to minimize your exposure to the 

dust and some measures on how to clean when you're 

cleaning the building. 

MR. D'ALESSANDRO: My last comment is 

.T have an air handling unit, air conditioning unit 

Ol the back of the building. It is currently not 

operational, but I want to know if I should get this 

thing fixed because it's right behind that building 

where that red concentration is. Will that air 

haniling unit pick up any type of contaminants 

emarating from the soil and bring it into my office 

spac i? 

MR. MANNINO: That whole area is paved 

now. What is not paved is from -- there is a fence 

and tlie area north of the fence going into the 

railroad tracks is not paved. I will take a look at 
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yours. This whole area here is paved. 
67 

W 
MR. D'ALESSANDRO: Is that my building 

or is this my building right here because I am 

5 connected to the mattress place. 

6 MR. MANNINO: Okay, that building --

7 MR. D'ALESSANDRO: All right I thought 

8 this red section behind my building was actually my 

9 building over here. All right, that is all I have. 

10 Thank you. 

11 MR. HAKLT^: There is a gentleman over 

12 here? 

13 MR. MONTAGUE: My name is Pete 

14 Montague. Thank you very much for the opportunity 

15 t̂') ask questions and speak. 

16 MR, HAKLAR: Could you spell your 

17 name, sir? 

18 MR. MONTAGUE: M-0-N-T-A-G-U-E. I am 

19 goir.g to turn this way so the people that are 

20 affe :ted by this can hear. My question and my 

2:1 comments, I am sure that you all know that studies 

22 at Rutger's have shown in the last two years that 

23 down .In Southern New Jersey there is a cloud of 

24 PCB's rising off of Camden and there is a cloud of 

25 PCB's rising off of Philadelphia and they are being 
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2 carried by the wind current over the Pine Barons and 

3 they fall down to the ground in the Pine Barons. 

4 They get into the fish and now there are fish 

5 advisories because air bom PCB's have contaminated 

6 the fish in the Pine Barons. So, PCB's move around 

7 and not in the form of a dust. It seems to me they 

8 turn into some kind of a gas, sunlight strikes, they 

9 turn to some kind of gas. They float into the air. 

10 They come down in the rain, get into the water, get 

11 into the fish concentrations and the fish become 

12 toxic, so my concem is that this site should be 

13 made as clean as possible. My assumption is that as 

14 time passes, anything that is left on this site is 

15 going to move off of the site, rain, wind, are 

'16 eventually going to take your cap apart and whatever 

17 is Left on the site when you go away is going to 

18 enter the general environment of Central New Jersey 

19 and :ontribute to the general contamination of 

20 Cenf-.al New Jersey, which is already pretty 

21 substantial. So, I would hope that this site would 

22 be matie as clean as humanly possible to minimize 

23 trouble in the future. 

24 Now, my first question is does remedy 

25 S2, in your opinion, is remedy S2 the cleanest 
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"m 
possible that this site could be made; how did you__. 

select Remedy 2 as the most extensive? Is it not 

possible that you could do better than remedy S2? 

5 MR. MANNING: Remedy 2 has a clean up 

6 goal of 10 parts per million PCB's. We are saying 

7 everything above 10 parts per million would have to 

8 be excavated. Are there levels of contamination 

9 below non-detectable than 10 parts per million that 

10 exist at the site, yes. So, to answer your question 

11 you would have to excavate additional soils in order 

12 to achieve a lower clean up goal. 

13 MR. MONTAGUE: So, given that you have 

14 got extensive PCB contamination, but you have also 

15 go\. 19 different pesticides and 23 different metals 

16 including cyathium, chromium, lead, dioxins, I mean 

17 you hciVe got a witch's brew of toxic materials on 

18 this site, any of them at levels that exceed New 

19 Jersey's standards for clean up for either 

20 residential or industrial properties and yet you 

21 focuse d in on PCB's and said we are going to do a 

22 clean up that takes care of the PCB's, of part of 

23 the prcblem. What about all of this other witch's 

24 brew of stuff that is on the site that your clean up 

25 just doesn't mention? 
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2 MR. MANNINO: To address, that point,._. 

3 it's a valid point. A lot of those chemicals that 

4 you talked about, the other metals, the pesticides, 

5 are commingled with the PCB's. So, when you're 

6 digging up the PCB's, you're also digging up 

7 volatiles, you're digging up the pesticides and the 

8 metals. Now, your question regarding can we do 

9 better, why do we look at 10 parts per million? 

10 When we develop our clean up goals we look at what 

11 is the current and what the potential future use is 

12 for the property. We kept hearing back from the 

13 Borough of South Plainfield that this is zoned 

14 commercial, we intend it to stay zoned commercial, 

15 so vhen looking at the commercial property, you look 

'16 at £ range, as I said before, 10 to 25 parts per 

17 mill, on of PCB's. Now, each of these remedies looks 

18 at otier components, other technologies in addition 

19 to ex( avation in order to achieve those objectives 

20 that v; e laid out in the proposed plan. Capping, for 

21 example, to prevent the direct contact to some of 

22 these contaminants, that yes, as you said, will be 

23 staying behind at the site. 

24 MR. MONTAGUE: So, what is the 

25 duration of the cap? What is the duration of the 
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hazard? Let's say you have got 50,000 parts per._ 

million in the soil on the site, what is the 

duration in time of that hazard? It's essentially 

5 infinite. That stuff is never going to degraded. 

6 It is going to be toxic. It is going to be there. 

7 What is the duration of your cap? 

8 MR. MANNINO: We, for cost purposes 

9 only, estimated 30 years and we estimated that for 

10 the cap it would cost approximately $440,000, I 

11 believe is the number I quoted before, for the 

12 operation and maintenance of that cap on a yearly 

13 basis. As I said before, those requirements to 

14 maintain that cap, there will be a plan in place 

15 tha'i'.will require periodic inspection and repair of 

16 in cip as it degrades. Those requirements do not 

17 end cfter the period of 30 years. They continue 

18 with •.he property while it is being used for 

19 commercial purposes. 

20 MR. MONTAGUE: Well, do humans -- can 

21 you po: nt to an example where humans have 

22 affectively watched something like that cap over a 

23 50 year period and really taken care of it and 

24 patched it up every time it broke? Do we actually 

25 have real experience of humans doing this or is this 
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just something we say we are planning to do? 

MR. MANNINO: Now, we have followed 

this approach at other Superfund sites throughout 

5 the country. 

6 MR. MONTAGUE: For how long? 

7 MR. HAKLAR: There is one in Edison 

8 where we are going into our ninth year. You have to 

9 remember that Superfund is only a little over - - i t 

10 was formed in 1980. 

11 MR. MONTAGUE: I just don't think we 

12 aught to put too much confidence in a plan to fix 

13 things up 50 years from now and protect our children 

14 and our grandchildren. I think it would make better 

15 sense to clean the stuff up now and get it off the 

16 site and get rid of the problem. 

17 One last thing, this is a question, I 

18 didn't understand your - - o n page eight your 

19 reference to the non-cancer risk estimate. You give 

20 a non-cancer risk estimate of 1100, but 1100 what? 

21 What ar.; the units? 

22 MR. MANNINO: I am going to ask 

23 Marion. 

'24 MR. MONTAGUE: Then you give another 

25 one at 1700, 1700 what and another one of 3800, 3800 
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2 what, what are the units and what is the risk and... 

3 how is it calculated? I couldn't find an answer to 

4 that. 

5 MR. MANNINO: I am going to ask Marion 

6 to answer that question for you. 

7 MS. OLSEN: What that is is a 

8 comparison. What we have done within the agency is 

9 defined t:hrough review by expert scientists, 

10 scientists from across the country, they have looked 

11 at data. They have identified a level and it is 

12 called a reference dose. It is basically a level 

13 below which we do not expect adverse non-cancerous 

14 health affects. This is based on animal studies 

15 that were constructed. What we do on the exposure 

16 side, we look at who is being exposed. We look at 

17 their activity patterns, we'look at the frequency of 

18 exposu:.-e and we look at the concentrations and we 

19 compare the two so what that is saying is that it is 

20 1100 tines higher than the dose that we are 

21 concerned about. There are no units associated with 

22 it and ii'. is described under --in the box under 

23 what is called the hazard index. That is where the 

24 description is provided. 

25 MR. MONTAGUE: So 11 then is a big 
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2 number? 

3 MS. OLSEN: Yeah, and that is the 

4 basis for us going forrward and taking action on this 

5 site is that it is 1100 times the 1100 we should be 

6 worried about. The other is 37 times the level we 

7 should be concerned about. These are really high 

8 numbers. Again, I would also point out the area is 

9 an area that is a fenced area so that exposure is 

10 not a question for them going in there. It is a 

11 site exposure we are looking at. 

12 MR. MONTAGUE: I have seen lots of 

13 kids climb fences like that. I don't have a lot of 

14 confidence a fence is going to protect kids from 

15 toxic materials. 

'16 MR. MANNINO: There are also warning 

17 signs .-jn the fence, I am going to estimate ever 

18 hundred, feet, that explain that it's a hazardous 

19 waste a:-ea and that people should not be 

20 trespassing. 

21 MR. MONTAGUE: One last question, your 

22 risk assessment seems to focus on death, 

23 particularly cancer, but do you take into 

24 consideration the affects of this witch's brew of 

25 chemicals that we are going to leave on the site on 
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the nervous system? 

MS. OLSEN: I'm sorry, I didn't mean 

to interrupt you. 

5 MR. MONTAGUE: What is your response 

6 on the nervous system? 

7 MS. OLSEN: We looked at each 

8 individual chemical, and as Pete mentioned, there 

9 are a large number of them. There are pesticides, 

10 metals and other organic chlorines found. The 

11 primary risk drivers that we found were the PCB's. 

12 We looked at everything else. We looked at various 

13 health affects, so if a chemical was identified as 

14 causing a neurotoxic affect, that was looked at. If 

15 it wai identified as causing any other type of 

16 affect based on animal studies, those were looked 

17 at. Tliat is the basis for this reference that we 

18 mentioned before and what we do then we combine the 

19 total aid then combine them based on the adverse 

20 health effects. So, we do consider additive risks 

21 as part of our-assessment for both the cancer 

22 assessmeit as well as the non-cancer hazard 

23 assessment. 

24 MR. MONTAGUE: Okay, I am very pleased 

25 to hear tl at you do look at those. I wonder if you 
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2 could supply the community with a list of chemicals 

3 that have been found on the site and the studies 

4 that you have used to assess the harm from each of 

5 those chemicals to the hormone system, nervous 

6 system, immune system and the reproductive system? 

7 MS. OLSEN: That is all outlined very 

8 carefully in our risk assessment, which is available 

9 -- Pete? 

10 MR. MANNINO: At the South Plainfield 

11 Library in the reference center. 

12 MR. OLSEN: Chapter 6 gives a summary 

13 in words of the entire assessment and appendix --

14 I'm sorry, actually for each of the chemicals 

15 summarizes the source of the data, the source of the 

1,6 referei.ce notes, the cancer assessment that was 

17 done, provides that information and then at the back 

18 of it, table ten series provides information based 

.19 on different adverse health affects that are also 

.20 present. 

2;1 MR. MONTAGUE: Do you, in doing your 

2||2 risk asse;;sment, take into consideration what the 

23 toxic affect would be of a combination of PCB's and 

24 chromium and chlorethene and lead, plus 

2^ defiltrati.->n, second-hand smoke, in other words the 
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2 kinds of things that elderly people are routinely 

3 exposed to in their daily lives and that this site 

4 would be adding on too? 

5 MS. OLSEN: Yes, we do look at an 

6 increased risk based on background. We do not 

7 actually quantify that as part of our assessment, 

8 but build it into that increase beyond background. 

9 MR. MONTAGUE: But you do assess what 

10 the risks of a combination of chemicals on the 

11 endocrine system, the nervous system, the 

12 reproductive system would be? This is a real 

13 revelation to me. I had no idea that science had 

14 advan":ed this far. Thank you very much. 

15 MR. HAKLAR: I want to get to people 

16 that haven't made comments and then if we have time 

17 we will go around for a second. 

18 MR. CADALDL: My name is Mr. Cadaldl, 

19 C-A-D-A-!J-D-L. I welcome your presentation. I 

20 think yoii guys are doing a good job. The question I 

21 have, and I don't know if you guys are aware of it 

22 or not, or. the right side of that darkened area 

23 where that stream goes through at one time there was 

24 a landfill site there. That site did take on some 

25 of the Correll Dubilier products. Now, that stream 
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2 that runs along there does not go into Spring Lake? 

3 MR. MANNINO: That's right. 

4 MR. CADALDL: That stream does, in 

5 fact, go directly into the New Market Pond. Has 

6 that area up there been tested? 

7 MR. MANNINO: We sampled, I believe 

8 about 500 -- so far about 500 feet upgrade between 

9 the Cornell site. We know we need to do additional 

10 investigations. For some people they may know there 

11 is another Superfund site in South Plainfield called 

12 the Woodbrook Road Dump Site, one of the potentially 

13 responsible parties performing the remedial 

14 investigations on that site, they are going to be 

15 collecting additional data, upgrading the site from 

'l6 the Boujid Brook surface water and sediment samples. 

17 We know we need to do additional investigations. We 

18 are goino to tie into the work that is being done at 

19 the upgrading site, the Woodbrook Road site in order 

20 to get a better picture of what is going on along 

21 the entire length of the Bound Brook. So, yes, we 

22 need to do additional sampling. We are aware of 

23. some of these additional issues. We need to start 

24 putting pie.:es of that puzzle together. 

25 ; MR. CADALDL: How about the Dismal 
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Swamp area, is that also going to be included? __ 

MR. MANNINO: The Dismal Swamp, as I 

understand it at this time is 700 some odd acres. 

5 The Woodbrook Road Dump site is part of the Dismal 

6 Swamp. As I said, we are doing the investigation on 

7 the Woodland Road Dump Site and we are going to see 

8 where that takes us'. We are defining the nature and 

9 extent of that contamination. Are we investigating 

10 the entire Dismal Swamp, no. That is not in our 

11 plans right now. 

12 . MR. CADALDL: My other question is 

13 this Superfund site here, who takes control of that 

14 property when you start your project? 

15 MR. MANNINO: Right now it is an 

16 active industrial park as a property owner. The 

17 property owner has to coordinate with whoever is the 

18 party per Terming the work. They are legal title 

19 holder foi the property. We need to ensure that 

20 there is a coordination between people doing the 

21 work, employees that may be at the industrial park 

22 and the property owner. Regarding who ultimately 

23 owns the property, that is --

24 ' MR. CADALDL: I mean, we are spending 

25 millions of dollars here to clean it up and it 
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investigation. The property owner, several years 

ago, paid for the site stabilization measure 

implemented under the removal program. They paid 

for paving, fencing, investigating, drainage 

controls. 

MR. CADALDL: That is Cornell? 

MR, MANNINO: No, no, no, the current 

property owner is DSC of Newark Enterprises, 

Cornell-tubilier Electronics and another potentially 

responsible parties, Dana Corporation, performed and 

paid for :;ome of the -- for the 13 properties, I 

believe, along Spicer, Garibaldi, Delmore and 

Hamilton where the soil was excavated. They paid 

for that work. They performed that work. EPA, even 

though it 1:5 paying for the work, this work that is 

being done, our preference is for the polluter to 
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At some point we need to get to a point where 

site is cleaned up and 

liability 

are 
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not at 

back? 

are resolved. I 

. that point yet. 

MR. CADALDL: 

MR. HAKT,?̂ : 

Okay. 

the issues regarding 

am not 

Okay, 

an attomey, we 

thank you. 

There was one person in 

81 

MR. ZUSHMA: My name is Make Zushma, 

Z-U-S-H-M-A. You said you did studies on laboratory-

rats on cancer here. I have lived in South 

Plainfield all my life. I lived on Belmont Avenue 

for about 25 years. You said you talked to property 

owners. Have you gone back to property owners prior 

to 1995^ 

MR. MANNINO: The most recent sampling 

that we performed was completed, I want tp say 

summer of 2000 for the residential properties. I am 

getting tJie nod saying that is the correct date. 

After we received that data, it was evaluated. I 

personally mailed out to every resident who lived 

within that, study area, a copy of the map and the 

results of that sampling. 

MR. ZUSHMA: How about the person that 

moved away that still lives in town? I grew up 
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2 there. I never got anything. My father never did., 

3 MR. MANNINO: We have an extensive 

4 mailing list. Everyone on that mailing list, as Jim 

5 said, periodically gets updates. I try to get the 

6 information out to as many people as possible. For 

7 example, tonight's meeting was published a week ago 

8 in the Courier and also in the South Plainfield 

9 Observer. I am trying to get the information to as 

10 many people as possible. If, hypothetically, 

11 someone is not within the study area and not within 

12 the mailing list, I don't know who out there has an 

13 interest in this information. I can't provide that 

14 information, unfortunately, to every single resident 

15 in South Plainfield and Piscataway. 

16 MR. ZUSHMA: I am not saying that. I 

17 am sayinj come to the tax office and find out 

18 somebody lived in that house for 20'years, 25 years, 

19 just receiitly moved out, maybe we should send 

20 something to that person that is no longer in the 

21 area. I grew up there. I don't think it is that 

22 hard to go back and do that. The other question I 

23 have is I wv:%rk for the Borough of South Plainfield 

24 still. I have been here 30 years. I work for the 

25 Public Works Department. Has Public Works ever been 
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MR. MT̂ NNINO: On the comer of Belmont 

and South Plainfield? 

MR. ZUSHMA: Yes. 

MR. MANNINO: We sampled that property 

around 1997 under the removal program. There was 

some levels of PCB's detected in that soil. If you 

would like I could get you the exact concentrations 

and the map showing those results, but those 

concentrations were below EPA's clean up level, so 

an action was not necessary on that property. 

MR. ZUSHMA: And a follow up to what 

Bill was saying, do you go out and talk to the old 

timers in the area? I could tell you that the 

Department of Public Works since I have worked 

there, every person that left public works and 

retired has passed away from cancer. No one comes 

around to find out why, because your studies, 

according to the Federal Government are probably 

based on volume. South Plainfield, back in these 

iays on the south side of town didn't have that many 

people. 

MR. MANNINO: Let me just clear up a 

point. EPA doesn't do studies. It is the state who 
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2 does those studies. Our studies are that risk 

3 assessment. Under the current use of property, what 

4 is the potential exposure, what is that risk for the 

5 trespassers, the construction workers, the indoor 

6 workers, the employer at the industrial park, the 

7 maintenance workers, so we are not the ones doing 

8 the study that one of the other residents was 

9 talking about. That the State of New Jersey does. 

10 I personally have interviewed several people within 

11, South Plainfield in order to get more background on 

12 this site. I have received phone calls from people 

13 who said, I am a former whatever it may be, I want 

Iv to tell you a story. I have heard stories about 

15 fires at the industrial park, how the material used 

'16, to be burned. Anyone who calls me, I will listen. 

17 We have tried to put out information as best as we 

18 could, mass mailing, fact sheets, newspaper articles 

19 to bring great coverage by the press. I cannot, 

20 unfortunately, knock in every single dooir. Anyone 

21 /;ho calls me we will interview them. You have to 

22 lemember, aside from determining where the 

23 contamination is, we want to know who is responsible 

24 for the contamination so that at end or at some 

25 pcint in the processes the polluter pays. i 
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MR. ZUSHMA: I understand. I'm.just 

concerned about the health risks. When I was a kid 

we use to play over there. There was no fence back 

at the time. Everybody I know that is my age now 

really moved out of the area and really doesn't know 

anything about this. 

MR. MANNINO: Okay. 

MR. SPIEGEL: Bob Spiegel, 

S-P-I-E-G-E-L. There was a lot of stuff covered. I 

will submit my comments in writing to keep them 

short. I just had a couple of questions. I was . 

reading the proposed plan several times and there 

are some areas that I wasn't quite clear. Maybe you 

could explain. When you compare Area A to Area B, 

where are those two different areas? 

MR. MANNINO: Area A is basically what 

we call the developed portion of the industrial 

park. It is basically, for the most part, that area 

I where the site is paved, so basically as a general 

outline going down Hamilton Boulevard following the 

fence line that cuts across right about there, it 

goes up to the Bound Brook and then cuts acrpss. 

That is Area A and then the back of the facility, 

the unpaved, but vegetated area, fenced in area. 
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would be the tindeveloped portion. 

MR. SPIEGEL: Because it wasn't clear 

when you read the proposed plan which was Area A and 

which was Area B. 

And then also I noticed that you talk 

a little bit more about the drainage on the site in 

the proposed plan. Were you talking about the storm 

sewer grate, the fact that a dye test was done and 

that indicates there was potential for off-site 

migration through the storm sewers on site, you said 

that the area was then paved and it eliminated that 

potential threat. How was that evaluated in terms 

of that threat? Was it mitigated by the paving of 

the roadway? 

MR. MANNINO: Okay, what we looked at 

is there's storm water drainage from the industrial 

; park. There is also drainage within the buildings 

of the industrial park. We need to get a better 

understanding what role that drainage system was 

playing at the site. We did a series of dye tests 
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MR. MANNINO: They are pipes. They are 

drainage pipes. 

MR. SPIEGEL: Maybe show me where? 

MR. MANNINO: I will have to turn to 

Lynn who conducted most of the RI work. 

MS. ARABIA: There is a drain in front 

of this building which is connected to a drain on 

the side of the building which came out right about 

here, into this little tributary and then there is a 

drain right about here that came out to another pipe 

right before the bridge. 

MR. MANNINO: And if I may go to the RI 

report, that system of drainage and where the 

discharge is is a figure in the RI report. 

MR. SPIEGEL: How is it determined 

that the mitigation that was done was effective, 

that the drains are now not acting as a conduit for 

contamination to continue on to the Bound BJrook? 
i 

MR. MANNINO: Basically, by p|ving the 

i'.ctive area of the site, you have cut off the 

pathway for which soil from the site can enter into 

tliat drainage system and discharge into the Bound 

Biook. 

MR. SPIEGEL: Is there still residual 
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contamination or is there groundwater infiltrating 

in any of these areas? 

MR. MANNINO: There is residual 

contamination. There are sediments and soils and 

debris in those pipes that we had sampled that have 

certain -- that have levels of contamination in 

them. Those exact levels are in the remedial 

investigation report. When you look at the 

feasibility studies on how we plan on doing the 

work, the feasibility study specifically says the 

drainage system needs to be address. The way they 

will be addressed is to be cut and plugged. 

MR. SPIEGEL: Would it be beneficial 

at this point or would it be several years prior to 
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out the lines to remove any materials that is in 

there, but if I recall specifically, and I would 

have to go back and double check, the level of 

5 contamination in the sediment or material in those 

6 pipes weren't the high levels of contamination that 

7 we are finding at the rest of the industrial park. 

8 If I recall correctly they were low levels of 

9 contamination, so as you're familiar with, Mr. 

10 Spiegel, there are removal actions and remedial 

11 actions and we talked about that earlier. Low level 

12 concentrations in the sediment wouldn't warrant 

13 going out and performing a removal action. 

14 MR. SPIEGEL: I guess I have to go 

15 back and look at the RI. 

'16 MR. MANNINO: All the data is in 

17 there, I'll take at look at it when I am back in 

18 t.ie office or I will point you in the right -

19 direction where that data is. I don't recall 

20 exactly how many samples were collected. There was 

21 a i'.eries of -samples and a series of dye tests 

22 performed. 

23 MR. SPIEGEL: Was the sedimentation 

24 control when you bring that in, the hay bails and 

25 the silt fencing which is put along the edge of the 
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2 property, have they been maintained adequately? 

3 When was the last time you have gone out there to 

4 inspect those? 

5 MR. MANNING: I go out to the site all 

6 the time. The hay bails that you are referring to 

7 and the silt fencing along the fence were designed 

8 as temporary measures until the vegetation in the 

9 rear of the facility, that undeveloped portion, was 

10 able to take. Originally there was no vegetation or 

11 very little vegetation in the rear of the park, and 

12 I recall very clearly at the last meeting we had 

13 here a year ago, you said, I'll paraphrase, the rear 

14 of the park is not properly vegetated. We went out 

15 the week after, and you observed for yourself that 

16 at that time it was properly vegetated so the silt 

17 j'encing and hay bails were temporary measures until 

18 t.ie vegetation, which was the mechanism that we had 

19 de signed to prevent the off site mitigation, was put 

20 in place. There are still remnants of that material 

21 there, where ever they are, but they served their 

22 fur. ct ion. They served their purpose and they played 

23 there role and now it is the vegetative cover that 

24 is ccting to minimize the run off from the 

25 industrial park and that undeveloped area there. 
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2 MR. SPIEGEL: Also.I would encourage 

3 EPA, and I will submit the rest of my comments in 

4 writing because I have comments regarding the clean 

5 up of the buildings and a few other details that I 

6 saw out on these proposed plans, but I would 

7 encourage EPA to go after, to the maximum extent 

8 possible, the responsible parties. I believe you 

9 said you hope to have some kind of consensual 

iO agreement signed by the end of the summer, but I 

11 would encourage you to go after them as aggressively 

12 as possible because of the fact that I don't 

13 believe, if you don't have the responsible parties 

14 to pay for this, Superfund isn't going to have any 

15 money whatsoever to put towards this or if they do, 

16 you're going to be waiting a very, very long time. 

17 r know because I work on a lot of site plans in 

18 V̂ ashington on this issue. Superfund is, in fact, 

19 o It money at this point in time. Especially for a 

20 site that is as complicated as this, so I would 

21 eni:ourage the EPA get a consent document signed as 

22 quickly as possible. And if the responsible parties 

23 do not want to step up to the plate, we can go after 

24 then as aggressively as possibly. South Plainfield 

25 wants this property redeveloped. Unless you have a 
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PRP, a viable PRP that you can get to fund the clean 

up, it is going to be a very, very long time before 

this clean up begins and it is going to be a very, 

very long time before it's redeveloped. 

MR. MANNING: I just want to make a 

point to clear the record, you mentioned a consent 

agreement being signed by --

MR. SPIEGEL: You said there was going 

to be some type of oversight document signed by the 

responsible parties. 

MR. MANNING: What the proposed plan 

talks about is operable unit one, which is the 

residential and commercial properties. EPA is 

•Turrently in discussion with some of the potentially 

responsible parties regarding the performance of 

t.iat work. Those discussion are ongoing. We expect 

tc complete those discussions sometime by the end of 

thi; summer. That is regarding the first operable 

unit. 

MR. SPIEGEL: Which is a very 

expe:nsive one because even a bad clean up at such 

high levels is going to running $70,000,000, 

approximately according to your numbers. The levels 

that you are proposing to leave on site are 
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2 extremely high. Even at those levels the clean up 

3 is extremely expensive to demolish a building, to 

4 clean up the soil at those levels, again, without a 

5 viable responsible party it's going to be very 

6 . difficult for EPA to fun this Superfund Program 

7 under the current state of Superfund. Thank you. 

8 MR. HAKLAR: It's to 9:00. I jUSt 

9 want to find out by a show of hands how many still 

1.0 have comments because if it is a lot of people, we 

11 are going to give our Stenographer a little break. 

12, MS. FAYDER: How could I get a copy of 

13 the test that was done on our property? 

14 MR. HAKLAR: Why don't you come up and 

15 >'.sk you question. 

16 MS. FAYDER: I'm Deborah Fayder, 

17 F-A-Y-D-E-R. I live at 201 Delmore Avenue. We 

18 bo ight our house in 1999 and how could I get a copy 

19 of any tests that were done on our property? 

20 MR. MANNINO: Call me, I will send you 

21 a copy. If you don't mind, just call me tomorrow I 

22 will put them in the mail. Just remind me to put 

23 them in the mail. 201 Delmore; correct? 

24 MS. FAYDER: Yes, that is correct. 

25 Like I said that is my only question. 
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2 (Whereupon a recess was taken.) 

3 MR. HAKLAR: Anyone else who hasn't 

4 commented yet, do they have any questions or 

5 comments? 

6 Okay, well, then we are going to go 

7 for people who have commented. 

8 Mr. Hogan? 

9 MR. HOGAN: One quick question, the 

10 safe level, according to your statistics, is 50 

11 parts per million, how much is it? 

12 MR. MANNINO: There are two clean up 

13 goals for PCB's that are described in this proposed 

14 plan. The first one under alternative S2 is ten 

15 parts per million, okay. That is for commercial 

16 u,-e. The second clean up goal is 500 parts per 

17 million for PCB's and the implementation of a cap to . 

18 pre.vent direct contact with that material. 

19 MR. HOGAN: That has been based upon 

20 tests by -- laboratory tests and all that by 

21 scieitist. 

22 MR. PRINCE: Let me clarify that for 

23 Mr, Hogan a little bit. 

24 MR. MANNINO: Sure. 

25 MR. PRINCE: In all of the active 
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altematives two through five it is the goal of all_ 

of those altematives to prevent contact with any 

soils with concentrations greater than ten parts per 

5 million. 

6 MR. HOGAN: Anything below ten? 

7 MR. PRINCE: Anything above ten we 

8 prevent exposure to that. Now, the nature of this 

9 site is pretty much the whole property has PCB 

10 concentrations in the soil greater than ten so that, 

11 at minium, there would need to be some sort of 

12 protection from exposure to any soil that remains on 

13 site, then some of the other alternatives focus on 

14 this highly contaminated stuff. We have identified 

15 ii as PCB concentrations greater than 500 PPM's. In 

16 a number of the alternatives we identify some more 

17 agi-ressive actions to take to address that stuff, in 

18 par^.icular to either take it away or treat it, to 

19 remĉ ve those really high levels and then put it back 

20 or to fix it, sort of fix it in concrete and leave 

21 it oil the site, in any case to prevent that much 

22 more highly contaminated stuff to migrate or just 

23 to, in some cases, take it off altogether. So, 

24 there's really a ten PPM threshold for exposure for 

25 any of the active remedies that we looked at and 
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then some of them looked at more aggressive actions_ 

for this really highly contaminated stuff. 

MR. HOGAN: Would you drink a glass of 

water with levels greater than or less than ten 

parts per million or nine parts per million of PCB's 

a year? 

MR. MANNINO: Mr. Hogan, that is the 

level that we are proposing for the soil. Drinking 

water has a separate standard. 

MR. HOGAN: What is the standard on 

that? 

MR. MANNINO: Five parts per billion 

PCB's. Now let me make a statement because that's 

ar. issue that came up at one of the last meetings 

thtt we had and there was a lot of concern about it. 

MR, HOGAN: But this is what people 

around that area have been exposed to whether it is 

ten plus per million or whatever. They have been 

expoî ed to that, you see, by either the dust or any 

other way, they have been exposed to that year after 

year, day after day. It maybe lower than ten parts 

per mi Llion or it is calculative over a year, two 

years, five years it adds up. That is the .problem. 

It's happening every day. 
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MR. MANNINO: Current site conditions__ 

are preventing exposure or that contact to those 

contaminated levels as in those temporary measures. 

Building are paved, the rears -- the undeveloped 

portions of the property is vegetated, so the 

conditions that existed prior to 1996, 1997 no 

longer exist. What is there now is temporary and we 

need to do that final --

MR. HOGAN: What it is I am still 

concerned about is why then did they put the limit 

on going back to check on the cancer test in an 

area. They put a time limit on that, you see? Why 

did they do that? 

MS. OLSEN: Let me clarify something 

he:-e first. I gave you the wrong value. I 

calculated it. quickly in my'brain. It is 100 parts 

per trillion or .5 parts per billion in water. Let 

me please clarify that. I don't know who told you 

about the five years. 
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# 

ago, three or four years ago when all this started.,._ 

MR. OLSEN: What I would like to do, 

if you will permanent me, I would like to arrange a 

5 conference call with you and someone who is working 

6 in the registry as an epidemiologist a the New 

7 Jersey Department of Health and let us clarify what 

8 these issues are. 

9 MR. HOGAN: How far back can you go? 

10 MS. OLSEN: It very much depends upon 

11 the registry and I believe the New Jersey Registry 

12 is much more older than that. 

13 MR. HOGAN: How long is it? 

14 MS. OLSEN: I believe it is 1980's. I 

15 am doing that from memory. Some of the oldest 

16 registries in the United States were develop 

17 oricinally in the 1970's, so that was -- it's based 

18 on tlie collection of data, development of data base 

19 systems and things of that nature, but I would very 

20 much like to set up a conference call so we can 

21 speak with someone at the Department of Health and 

22 clarif/ your concerns. 

23 MR. HOGAN: That is fine, okay. 

24 MR. HAKLAR: Any other questions? 

25 MR. MONTAGUE: One short question, you 
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2 prefer a $60,000,000 clean up..and your most ^_ ^ 

3 expensive one is $114,000,000 clean up. There is 

4 obviously a cost benefit analysis involved here. Is 

5 human health just dollars when you do this kind of 

6 analysis? What is the value of a cancer death in 

7 dollars that you use, a, and, b, if you're just 

8 going to do something reduce a child by ten points 

9 by exposing them to long term contamination, what is 

10 the value of that in dollars that you use to make 

11 this comparison? 

12 MR. MANNINO: I think it goes back to 

13 what John was saying before, that when you look at 

14 each of the alternatives, S2 through S5, a 

15 combination alternatives that we have collected, the 

16 level of protection is the same. It is just 

17 diff^;rent ways of achieving that level of 

18 protection. The exposure for someone who comes on 

19 to thc: site, hypothetically, under a clean up that 

2 0 we are proposing versus the clean up that you have 

21 referenced S2 would be the same under both clean 

22 ups. It is just achieved by different ways. 

23 MR. MONTAGUE: Well, then let me ask 

24 my quest ion a slightly different way. If you were 

25 really talking about cleaning up all the stuff on 
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2 the site, it would be more expensive than S2 and you 

3 could weigh that against not making -- fewer people 

4 getting sick, fewer people getting harmed in the 

5 long term and you put a dollar value on that human 

6 harm to make the comparison. What is the dollar 

7 value of a human life that you use, what is the 

8 dollar value of a child who is slightly impaired? 

9 MR. MANNINO: I am sorry, but I have 

10 to disagree with your point. I haven't put a dollar 

11 value on those health issues. The dollar value is 

12 to compare the alternatives that are all protective. 

13 If you're comment is we should have proposed a clean 

14 up that has a more stringent clean up goal than ten 

15 parts per million for the site, that is a legitimate 

^^•16 commtint and my answer to that would be, though, we 

17" have io look at what the future use of the property 

18 is and we have been repeatedly told that is it 

19 commer.'ial, industrial. For us to look at clean up 

20 goals that are intended for residential property on 

- 21 something we know is commercial, really is difficult 

22 to put into the big picture on what we are trying to 

23 achieve here. You get the potential for being 

r24 criticizcid on both ends. If we were to turn around 

25 and hypothetically say we can use it as residential 

100 

• TAYLOR & FRIEDBERG 
(973)285-0411 

5 0 0 3 6 7 



2 at one parts per million, the_.cost of that ^ 

3 altemative, yes, would be greater than the 

4 $114,000,000 because, obviously, there is much more 

5 soil to be removed. However, when looking at the 

6 big picture, I think that I would receive the 

7 criticisms that you need to look at what the future 

8 involvement of that property is and meet and develop 

9 clean up goals and have the site ultimately cleaned 

10 up to what its realistic use is. Now, if the 

11 borough would have came to us or the property owner 

12 and said we have a proposal here to make this into 

13 residential properties, we would have considered 

14 that future use in planning the alternative and say 

15 therci is the possibility that this property could be 

16 residential, and we need to take that that into 

17 consideration, but once again, we kept hearing back 

18 from e/eryone that this property would remain 

19 commercial and there would be an institutional 

20 control deed restriction to say that that property 

21 would b:'. remaining commercial. 

22 MR. HAKLAR: Anything else? 

23 Okay, I think I just want to make one 

24 final conment, remember that the public comment 

25 period does end on August Sth. If you have any 
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comments, please submit them to Peter. .You will 

find the address in the proposed plan and please 

visit the library to look at the administrative 

record and Pete, do you have anything else? 

MR. MANNINO: I just want to thank 

everyone for coming down. 

MR. HAKLAR: Thank you very much for 

coming. 
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C E R T I F I_C_A T E . __ 

I, EILEEN THERESA CORLETT, a Notary Public and 

Certified Shorthand Reporter of the State of New 

Jersey, LICENSE NO. XIO2077, do hereby certify that 

prior to the commencement of the meeting, was duly 

swom by me to testify the truth, the whole truth 

and nothing but the truth. 

I DO FURTHER CERTIFY that the foregoing is a 

true and accurate transcript of the testimony as 

taken stenographically by and before me at the time, 

place and on the date hereinbefore set forth, to the 

best of my ability. 

I DO FURTHER CERTIFY that I am neither a 

relat.lve nor employee nor attorney nor counsel of 

any of the parties to this action; and that I am 

neithe:.- a relative nor employee of such attorney or 

counsel. and that I am not financially interested in 

the act:.on, 
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AREA CODE 908 
Mayor's Ofrice-226-7601 
Adminlstrator/Clerk-226-7606 
Assesslng-226-7623 
Building Dept.-22e-7640 
CFO-226-7602 
Computer Services-226-7649 
Emergency Mgmt.-226-7718 
Engineering/CME Assoc.-732-727-8000 
Environmental-226-7621 
Finance-226-7615 
Fire Ofncial-756-4761 

BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD 
2480 Plainfield Avenue 

South Plainfield, NJ 07080 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION 

August 3,2004 

AREA CODE 908 
Health-226-7630 
Library-754-7885 
Municipal Court-226-76S1 
Plan Bd^Bd. o( Adj.-226-7641 
Police-755-0700 
Public VfVorits-755-2187 
Recreation-226-7713 
Recycllng-226-7621 
Social Services-226-7625 
Tax/Sewer-226-7610 
Senior Center-7S4-1047 

Ml. Peter Mannino 
Remedial Project Manager 
US. EPA 
290 Broadway 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Mr. Mannino: 

Re: Comell-Dubilier Electronics Site 
, -Proposed Plan for OU2 

At its uly meeting, the South Plainfield Environmental Commission discussed the 
remedial al ematives presented at the EPA's public meeting on July 13. Most of the 
members att »ded the meeting. They thought that there were many questions that were not 
relevant to d rciding on a remedial strategy. 

The Envi .onmental Commission agrees with the EPA's Preferred Alternative, which 
combines Alt( rnative S-3 and S-5. Because there are still so many uncertainties about the 
extent and nature of the contamination that will have to be dealt with, the EC believes we 
will need the fi xibility offered by adopting a two-pronged approach of soil treatment where 
possible and re. noval where necessar}'. 

There was f ome concern with what form the Low Temperature Thermal Desorption 
system would t i e . However, the EC concluded that the aesthetic and environmental 
impacts would bi temporary while the advantages of lower cost and of decontaminating the 
soil would be per nanent. 

Yours truly. 

Alice S. Tempel 
Environmental Specialist 

Cc: K- Thomas 
L. Randolph 

Visit our website: www.southplainfieldnj.com 500372 

http://www.southplainfieldnj.com


AREA CODE 908 
Mayor's Ofrice-226-7601 
Administrator/Clerk-226-7606 
Assessing-226-7623 
Building Dept.-226-7640 
CFO-22e-7602 
Computer Services-226-7649 
Emergency Mgmt.-226-7718 
Engineering/CME Assoc.-732-727-8000 
Environmental-226-7621 
Finance-226-7615 
Fire Ofncial-756-4761 

BOROUGH OF SOUTH PLAINFIELD 
2480 Plainfield Avenue 

South Plainfield, NJ 07080 

AREA CODE 908 
Health-226-7630 
Llbrary-7S4-7885 
Municipal Court-226-7651 
Plan Bd/Bd. of Adj.-226-7641 
Pollce-755-0700 
Public Works-755-2187 
Recreation-226-7713 
Recycling-226-7621 
Social Services-226-7625 
Tax/Sewer-226-7610 
Senior Center-754-1047 

September 8, 2004 

Mr. Peter Mannino 
United States EPA 
290 Broadway 
19*̂  Floor 
New York, NY 10007 

RE: Resolution - Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site 
333 Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield, New Jersey 

Dear Mr. Mannî -O, 

Attached please 1; nd a certified copy of Resolution #04-278 which was approved by the South 
Plainfield Govern ng Body at their meeting on September 7,2004. 

The Mayor and Ccuncil of the Borough cannot stress enough their whole-heartedly support the 
expeditious cleanup of the Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site and believe that the 
representatives fi-or i Comell Dubilier £ind Dana Corporation have provided a viable cleanup 
altemative. We urgi; the EPA to endorse the proposed cleanup plan as submitted by these 
companies. 

Should you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 908-226-
7606. 

Sincerel 

Vincent Buttiglieri, Rj AC 
Administrator / Municipal Clerk 
Borough of South Plainfield 

End. Visit our website: www.southplainfieldnj.com 500373 
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BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE BOROUGH OF SOUTH 
PLAINFIELD, NEW JERSEY, THAT: 

WHEREAS the property located at 333 Hamilton Boulevard, more commonly known as the 
Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site, has been declared a Superfund Site; and 

WHEREAS the Borough of South Plainfield wishes to have this site remediated expeditiously 
and cost effectively as possible: 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Governing Body of the Borough of South 
Plainfield hereby endorses the Remediation Plan proposed by Comell Dubilier and 
Dana Corporation for the property located at 333 Hamilton Boulevard, commonly known 
as the Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site which has been designated as a Superfimd 
Site; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Borough Administrator is directed to submit a letter 
and/or memorandum to the EPA to confirm the Mayor and Coimcil position in reference 
to the clean up of the Hamilton Boulevard Industrial Site. 

Clerk of the Borough of: outh Plainfield 

ZIP - 7 2004 

Mayor of the Borough of South Plainfield 

.dr)l/i/L, 

/ certify the forgoing to be a true and correct 
abstract ofa resolution regularly passed at a 
of the Common Council of the Borough 
Borough of South Plainfield, held 

•••f*S» 

and iti respect a true and correct copy of its 
minutes 

Clerk of the Borough of South Plainfield 

#04-278 500374 



Tina R To: Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 
<TRussell@mrmarchit cc: 
ecture.com> Subject: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Site • Public Response Letter 

08/05/04 03:17 PM 

Dear Mr. Mannino, 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency's Proposed Plan for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 

Hamilton Boulevard in South Plainfield, New Jersey. 

As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely hazardous site even by 

Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has found that this 

site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the 

highest levels of PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found in the fish 

caught in the Bound Brook adjacent to Cornell-Dubilier, where many local 

residents still unknowingly fish. 

The EPA is proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) 

after cleanup, or ?50 times the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly 

disagree with this irresponsible proposal, and ask the EPA to use the 

acceptable State s andard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious that the 

EPA is placing mor priority on redevelopment and cost concerns than on 

human health and tl e environment. 

In addition, the plan ails to address a number of other crucial issues: 

The EPA's Preferred Mternative for the building remedy seeks to either 

demolish the building; or keep people out of contact with the buildings in 

the future. However, ri. |hl now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, 

including women of chi'dren-bearing age, to work in these buildings 

without fully characteriz ing their contamination. 

Likewise, the EPA ignoi as those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 

ppm of PCBs. Our state requires that a deed notice and engineering 

controls be implemented for such contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores 
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this without providing any explanation. 

In summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Cornell-Dubiiier's 

PCB contamination cleanup, rather than far higher criteria that puts 

public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA must stop allowing employees to 

work around elevated levels of PCBs without a thorough characterization of 

the contamination. 

Sincerely, 

Tina Freedman 

Marlboro Township, New Jersey 
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LindaLovello@aol.com To 

08/01/04 01:00 PM „ , . " 
Subject 

Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

EPA's Proposed Plan for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics site in S 
Plfd., NJ 

Dear Mr. Mannino, 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's Proposed Plan forthe Cornell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 
Hamilton Boulevard in South Plainfield, New Jersey. 

As you may know, Cornell-Dubilier is an extremely hazardous site even by 
Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has found that this 
site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the 
highest levels of PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found in the fish 
caught in the Bound Brook adjacent to Comell-Dubilier, where many locail 
residents still unknowingly fish. 

The EPA is proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) 
after cleanup, or 250 times the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly 
disagree with this irresponsible proposal, and ask the EPA to use the 
acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious that the 
EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost concerns than on 
human health and the environment. 

In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other crucial issues: 

The EPA's Preferred Alternative forthe building remedy seeks to either 
demolish the buiilings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in 
the future. Howe /er, right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, 
including women .of children-bearing age, to work in these buildings 
without fully chara ;terizing their contamination. 

Likewise, the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 
ppm of PCBs. Our :;tate requires that a deed notice and engineering 
controls be implemt: nted for such contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores 
this without providin ) any explanation. 

In summary, I urge t( e EPA to use the State criteria Cornell-Dubiiier's 
PCB contamination c eanup, rather than far higher criteria that puts 
public health at nsk. Jkewise, the EPA must stop allowing employees to 
work around elevated levels of PCBs without a thorough characterization of 
the contamination. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Lovello 
Edison, NJ 
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Patricia iViiller To: Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 
<wolfmoonwiccan@ya cc: 
hoo.com> Subject: Re: Comments: Cornell-Dubilier Electronic, site 333 South 

08/02/04 01:15 PM Plainfield. NJ. 

Dear Mr. Mannino, 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's Proposed Plan for the Comell-Dubilier Electronics 
site at 333 Hamihon Boulevard in South Plainfield, New Jersey. 

As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely hazardous 
site even by Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has 
found that this site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And 
one of the highest levels of PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found 
in the fish caught in the Bound Brook adjacent to Comell-Dubilier, 
where many local residents still unknowingly fish. 

The EPA is proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) 
after cleanup, or 250 times the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We 
strongly disagree with this irresponsible proposal, and ask the EPA 
to use the accef table State standard of 2 parts per million. It is 
obvious that the EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost 
concerns than or human health and the environment. 

In addition, the pl?-n fails to address a number of other crucial issues: 

The EPA's Preferr, d Alternative for the building remedy seeks to either 
demolish the buildii.gs or keep people out of contact with the buildings in 
the fijture. Howevc.-, right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, 
including women of children-bearing age, to work in these buildings 
without fully characierizing their contamination. 

Likewise, the EPA ig nores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 
ppm of PCBs. Our st.ite requires that a deed notice and engineering 
controls be implemenied for such contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores 
this without providing any explanation. 

In summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Cornell-Dubiiier's 
PCB contamination cleanup, rather than far higher criteria that puts 
public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA must stop allowing employees to 
work around elevated k vels of PCBs without a thorough characterization of 
the contamination. 

Sincerely, 
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Patricia E. Miller 
12NorthwoodDr. 
High Bridge, NJ 08844 
(908) 638-8028 

Do you Yahoo!? 
New and Improved Yahoo! Mail - Send 10MB messages! 
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David Wheeler To 
<dwheeler@edisonwe cc 
tlands.org> Subject 

08/03/04 03:13 PM 

Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 

Proposed Plan for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 

Mr. Mannino, 

Following are Robert Spiegel's comments on the Proposed Plan for the 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site. Please contact me if you 
have any questions. 

Thank you, 
David Wheeler 
Program Manager 
Edison Wetlands Association 
732-287-5111 

Dear Mr. Mannino, 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's Proposed Plan for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 
Hamilton Boulevard in South Plainfield, New Jersey. 

As you may know, Cornell-Dubilier is an extremely hazardous site even by 
Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has found that .this 
site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And the highest 
levels of PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found in the fish caught in 
the Bound Broo.: adjacent to Cornell-Dubilier, where many local residents 
still unknowincly fish. 

The EPA is proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) 
after cleanup, or 250 times the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly 
disagree with th'.s irresponsible proposal, and ask the EPA to use the 
acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious that the 
EPA is placing mere priority on redevelopment and cost concerns than on 
human health and the environment. 

In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other crucial issues: 

The EPA's Preferrt'-d Alternative for the building remedy seeks to either 
demolish the builcings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in 
the future. Howevar, right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, 
including women of children-bearing age, to work in these buildings 
without fully chars.cterizing their contamination. 

Likewise, the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 
ppm of PCBs. Our state requires that a deed notice and engineering 
controls be implemented for such contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores 
this without provid:.ng any explanation. 

In summary, I urge vhe EPA to use the State criteria for 
Cornell-Dubiiier's ICE contamination cleanup, rather than far higher 
criteria that puts public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA must stop 
allowing employees to work around elevated levels of PCBs without a 
thorough characterization of the contamination. 

500380 



Sincerely, 
Robert Spiegel 
Executive Director 
Edison Wetlands Association 

• 

• 
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Dear Mr. Mannino, August 2,2004 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
Proposed Plan for the Comell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in 
South Plainfield, New Jersey. As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely 
hazardous site even by Superfimd standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has foimd 
that this site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the highest levels of 
PCBs in the state of New Jersey are foimd in the fish caught in the Bound Brook adjacent 
to Comell-Dubilier, where many local residents still unknowingly fish. The EPA is 
proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) after cleanup, or 250 times 
the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly disagree with this irresponsible proposal, 
and ask the EPA to use the acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious 
that the EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost concems than on human 
health and the environment. In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other crucial 
issues: The EPA's Preferred Altemative for the building remedy seeks to either demolish 
the buildings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in the fiiture. However, 
right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, including women of children-bearing 
age, to work in these buildings without fully characterizing their contamination. Likewise, 
the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our state 
requires that a deed notice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores this without providing any explanation. In 
summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Comell-Dubilier's PCB contamination 
cleanup, rather than far higher criteria that puts public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA 
must stop aIlo^ring employees to work aroimd elevated levels of PCBs without a 
thorough charac terization of the contamination. 

Sincerely, 

/ . % ^ h Z'̂ -'̂ '/ 
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Dear Mr. Mannino, August 2,2004 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
Proposed Plan for the Comell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in 
South Plainfield, New Jersey. As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely 
hazardous site even by Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has found 
that this site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the highest levels of 
PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found in the fish caught in the Bound Brook adjacent 
to Comell-Dubilier, where many local residents still unknowingly fish. The EPA is 
proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) after cleanup, or 250 times 
the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly disagree with this irresponsible proposal, 
and ask the EPA to use the acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious 
that the EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost concems than on human 
health and the environment. In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other crucial 
issues: The EPA's Preferred Altemative for the building remedy seeks to either demolish 
the buildings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in the future. However, 
right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, including women of children-bearing 
age, to work in these buildings without fully characterizing their contamination. Likewdse, 
the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our state 
requires that a deed notice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores this without providing any explanation. In 
summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Comell-Dubilier's PCB contamination 
cleanup, rather han far higher criteria that puts public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA 
must stop allowi ig employees to work around elevated levels of PCBs without a 
thorough charactf rization of the contamination. 

Sincerely, 
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Dear ML Mannino^ August 2,2004 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
Proposed Plan for the Comell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in 
South Plainfield, New Jersey. As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely 
hazardous site even by Superfund standards. The^PA's own risk assessment has foimd 
that this site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the highest levels of 
PCBs in the state of New Jersey are fbtmd in the fish caught in the Boimd Brook adjacent 
to Comell-Dubilier, where many local residents still unknowingly fish. The EPA is 
proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) after cleanup, or^50 times 
the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly disagree with this irresponsible proposal, 
and ask the EPA to use the acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious 
that the EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost concems than on human 
health and the environment. In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other crucial 
issues: The EPA's Preferred Altemative for the building remedy seeks to either demolish 
the biiildings or keep people out of contact vdth the buildings in the future. However, 
right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, including women of children-bearing 
age, to work in these buildings without fiilly characterizing their contamination. Likewise, 
the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our state 
requires that a deed notice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores this without providing any explanation. In 
summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Comell-Dubilier's PCB contamination 
cleanup, rather tl an far higher criteria that puts public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA 
must stop allowing employees to work aroimd elevated levels of PCBs without a 
thorough charactei ization of the contamination. 

Sincerely, 

-po/^/// 
0^ / , - fou j^W 

/ • ^ ^ 
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Dear Mr. Mannino, August 2,2004 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
Proposed Plain for the Comell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in 
South Plainfield, New Jersey. As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely 
hazardous site even by Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has found 
that this site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the highest levels of 
PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found in the fish caught in the Bound Brook adjacent 
to Comell-Dubilier, where many local residents still unknowingly fish. The EPA is 
proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) after cleanup, or 250 times 
the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly disagree with this irresponsible proposal, 
and ask the EPA to use the acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious 
that the EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost concems than on human 
health and the environment. In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other cmcial 
issues: The EPA's Preferred Alternative for the building remedy seeks to either demolish 
the buildings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in the fiiture. However, 
right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, including women of children-bearing 
age, to work in these buildings without fiilly characterizing their contamination. Likewise, 
the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our state 
requires that a deed notice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores this without providing any explanation. In 
summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Cornell-Dubiiier's PCB contamination 
cleanup, rather than far higher criteria that puts public health at risk. Likewise the EPA 
must stop allowing employees to work around elevated levels of PCBs withou; a 
thorough characterization of the contamination. 

Sincerely, 

fpe^\rrr)tB^ h'jhe^<^h^^/ S T ^ ^ J ^ ^ ' ^ 
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Dear Mr. Mannino, August 2,2004 

I am writing you with comments regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
Proposed Plan for the Comell-Dubilier Electronics site at 333 Hamilton Boulevard m 
South Plainfield, New Jersey. As you may know, Comell-Dubilier is an extremely 
hazardous site even by Superfund standards. The EPA's own risk assessment has found 
that this site poses a cancer risk in excess of 3 out of 100. And one of the highest levels of 
PCBs in the state of New Jersey are found in the fish caught in the Bound Brook adjacent 
to Comell-Dubilier, where many local residents still unknowingly fish. The EPA is 
proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) after cleanup, or 250 times 
the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly disagree with this irresponsible proposal, 
and ask the EPA to use the acceptable State standard of 2 parts per million. It is obvious 
that the EPA is placing more priority on redevelopment and cost concems than on human 
health and the environment. In addition, the plan fails to address a number of other crucial 
issues: The EPA's Preferred Altemative for the building remedy seeks to either demolish 
the buildings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in the future. However, 
right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, including women of children-bearing 
age, to work in these buildings without fiilly characterizing their contamination. Likewise, 
the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .49 and 2 ppm of PCBs. Our state 
requires that a deed notice and engineering controls be implemented for such 
contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores this without providing any explanation. In 
summary, I urge the EPA to use the State criteria Comell-Dubilier's PCB cortamination 
cleanup, rather than far higher criteria that puts public health at risk. Likewise, the EPA 
must stop allowing employees to work around elevated levels of PCBs without ^ 
thorough characterization of the contamination. 

Sincerely, 

^ f l a ^ ^ ' c'̂ ^ ̂f-
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August 4, 2004 

Deborah A. Mans, Esq. 
Policy Director 
NY/NJ Baykeeper 
52 W. Front Street 
Keyport, NJ 07735 

Mr. Peter Mannino 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, S. Plainfield, NJ 
On-site Soils and Buildings-Operable Unit 2 (OU-2) 
USEPA Proposed Plan for Remedial Action 

Dear Mr. Mannino: 

Please accept these comments on the above-referenced proposed plan on behalf of 
NY/NJ Baykeeper (•"Baykeeper"). Baykeeper is a conservation and advocacy 
organization that has been working to protect, preserve and restore the Huc.son-Raritan 
Estuary since 1989. 

Baykeeper is extremely troubled by the EPA's proposal to leave PCB 'evels at 
500 parts per million (ppm) on the site after clean-up. This is 250 times the 
State-allowed level of 2 ppm for unrestricted use. While state regulations do a low the 
establishment of site-specific criteria, the EPA has not demonstrated that the le- els it is 
proposing will be as protective as the 2 ppm level. 

Indeed, the proposed plan for remedial action is sorely lacking in any spe ;ifics as 
to how the contamination left on-site will be isolated. The multi-layer cap for th(: levels 
of PCBs between 10 and 500 ppm is undefined and the engineering controls for tl e levels 
of PCBs between 2 and 10 ppm are likewise undefined. How is the public suppo: ed to 
comment on and be aware of the methods for protecting the public heahh when t i t 
proposed plan leaves this issue vague and undefined? It also places a question on he 
priority for the EPA on this site - is it the protection of the environment and public health 
or the speedy redevelopment of this site? 

In order to address this issue the EPA should be using the acceptable stale 
standard of 2 ppm for the clean-up standard for the entire site. 

Additionally, the EPA's Preferred /yternative for the building remedy seeks ID 
either demolish the buildings or keep people out of contact with the buildings in the 
fiiture. However, allowing people to work in the buildings right now without fully 
characterizing the contamination is unacceptable. There must be a short-term plan to 
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address this outstanding issue. 

Further, the State of New Jersey requires a deed notice when contamination above 
its most restrictive cleanup criteria will remain on-site, indicating a deed notice and 
engineering controls are required for the CDS for all soils with greater than 0.49 ppm 
PCB. The Proposed Plan only includes a deed notice for all soils greater than 2 ppm. 
PCB contaminated soil between 0.49 ppm and 2 ppm are not addressed at all by the 
Proposed Plan. They will neither be placed under the multi-layer cap nor subject to a 
deed notice. The EPA needs to address this issue. 

One of the highest levels of PCBs in the state of New Jersey is found in fish 
caught in the Bound Brook adjacent to the Comell-Dubilier site, where many local 
residents still unknowingly fish. In the short-term the EPA must ensure that adequate 
signage exists along this waterway to wam the public about the dangers of eating fish 
caught in the Bound Brook and that a local education campaign, in the appropriate 
languages, is conducted. 

Thank you for your attention to the issues outlined in this letter and I look 
forward to your response. 

Regards, 

Deborah A. Mans, Esq. 
Policy Director 
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Robert Takash To 
<edisongw@earthlink. cc 
net> Subject 

07/29/04 09:47 PM 
Please respond to 
Robert Takash 

Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 
Robert Spiegel <raritanl@aol.com> 
EPA SoPlfd Site Problem 

Dear Mr. Mannino: 

There are some serious concerns for many of us living in the South 
Plainfield and Edison (NJ) area. Under your management at the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, the Superfund Site at the Cornell-Dubilier 
Electronics property, located at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in South Plainfield 
(NJ), should be safeguarded in the remediation and clean-up process. 

The EPA is proposing to leave PCB levels at 500 parts per million (ppm) 
after cleanup, or 250 times the State-allowed level of 2 ppm. We strongly 
disagree with this seemingly irresponsible proposal! We also request that 
the EPA use the acceptable New Jersey State standard of 2 parts per million. 
Hopefully the EPA is not placing more priority on redevelopment and less 
protection of people and their surroundings. 

Moreover, the proposed plan overlooks many other issues, such as: 

The EPA's Preferred Alternative for the building remedy seeks to either 
demolish the buildings or keep people out of contact with the bu.Mdings in 
the future. However, right now the EPA is allowing industrial workers, 
including women of children-bearing age, to work in these buildings without 
fully characterizing the contamination. 

Likewise, the EPA ignores those soils contaminated with between .4! and 2 
ppm of PCBs. Our state requires that'a deed notice and engineering controls 
be implemented for such contaminated soils, yet the EPA ignores thi -. without 
providing any explanation. 

Overall, hasn't the lessons of better contamination control been learned yet 
from the 9/11 NYC Site? 
Can't the EPA prohibit employees from working around elevated levels of 
PCB's without a thorough characterization of the contamination? 

We look to you, sir, for answers and urge the USEPA to implement a 
safer plan! 

Respectfully, 

Mr. Robert Takash 
Residing at 27 Park Way, Edison, NJ 08817 
Serving as President of the Edison Greenways Group (a non-profit, NJ 
registered land trust and advocacy organization) 
info@edisongreenways.org 
Please note the new email address for our organization. 
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Peter Montague To: Pietro Mannino/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 
<peter@rachel.org> cc: Bob Spiegel <rspiegel(gedisonwetlands.org> 
r.r, irsf. ,r.^ r̂ r. TO r,.. Subject: Comments for hearing record of Cornell-Dublier 0U2 cleanup 08/04/04 09:52 PM 

Attached (in a virus-free Microsoft Word file), and appended below as a text file, are comments forthe 
formal record of the public hearing held in South Plainfield, N.J. July 13, 2004, on cleanup options forthe 
Comell-Dublier superfund site. Thank you for this opportunity to testify. -Peter Montague 

[This document is available on the web with live links at 
http://www.rachel.orQ/librarv/oetfile.cfm?ID=461.l 

Comments by Peter Montague on the Cornell-Dublier superfund 
site in South Plainfield, N.J. 

These are comments submitted forthe record of the public 
hearing (held July 13, 2004 in South Plainfield, N.J.) on the 
proposed cleanup of the Cornell-Dublier site in South 
Plainfield. 

Thank you for this opportunity to offer testimony for the 
formal record of the public hearing held July 13, 2004 in South 
Plainfield, N.J. to discuss cleanup options for a portion (OU2) 
of the Cornell-Dublier superfund site. 

1) Any contaminants left on the site will eventually be carried 
off the site by living things ~ animals, insects, 
microorganisms, wind, rain, and other natural phenomena such as 
volatilization, convection and gravity. 

The ecological risk assessment forthe Cornell-Dublier site 
identified 40 mammals living on the site, plus some amphibians 
and reptiles. Insect life was not quantified. Annelids were not 
quantified. Other soil organisms were not quantified. But these 
- and other forms of life on the site -- will all serve as 
vectors, moving contaminants siowiy off the site. Even 
vegetation, growing on bare soil or through the cracks in 
concrete and asphalt will absorb small amounts of waste, die, 
and move off-site, slowly but surely carrying contaminants off 
the site into the surrounding areas and communities. 

Contaminants left on the site today will be slowly distributed 
onto nearby properties, then eventually into the environment of 
central New Jersey in the future. Institutional controls (such 
as deed restrictions) and engineering controls (such as chain 
link fences, and asphalt paving) may slow this process, but 
they will not halt this process. This is the second law of 
thermodynamics at work, and we can slow it down but we cannot 
reverse it permanently. Cleaning up the site (not sweeping the 
toxicants under a "rug" of asphalt or concrete) is the only way 
to avoid continuous low-level contamination of surrounding 
properties. 
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To be blunt, contaminants that we refuse to clean up today will 
most likely poison someone's children tomorrow. If we are going 
to choose to do this, we should at least be honest about it and 
acknowledge what we are doing. Otherwise, the public will be 
misled about the nature of the choice EPA is asking them to 
condone, in which case the public will be exposed low levels of 
contaminants without anyone's informed consent - clearly a 
violation of the ethical obligations of environmental 
p|-ofessionals. 

2) The risk assessment techniques that EPA uses to determine 
"safe" or "acceptable" levels of residual contamination have 
the unanticipated (but now well-understood) consequence of 
allowing low levels of contamination to permeate the 
environment. By focusing on the safety of the "maximally 
exposed" individual, EPA (and Foster-Wheeler) risk assessment 
techniques allow millions upon millions of "safe" or 
"acceptable" releases of industrial chemicals into the 
environment. The assumption is that, if the "maximally exposed" 
individual is not harmed, then no one will be harmed. 
Unfortunately, this assumption is false because it leads EPA to 
sanction and approve millions of small, supposedly 
inconsequential chemical releases - of the kind we can expect 
from the Cornell-Dublier site if EPA's favored scenario is 
adopted. As time passes, these "inconsequential" releases add 
up to a serious amount of contamination. 

This failure of risk assessments to protect the environment was 
identified and documented in 1991 by researchers at Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory (ORNL), who pointed out that the entire 
planet is now polluted by exotic industrial chemicals because 
of risk assessors' focus on the "maximally exposed" individual 
instead of on the cumulative impact of millions of small 
releases. See Curtis C, Travis and Sheri T. Hester, "Global 
Chemical Contamination," Environmental Science & Technology 
Vol. 25, No. 5 (May, 1991), pgs. 815-819. Available at 
http://www.rachel.ora/librarv/qetfile.cfm?ID=452 

3) Taking into consideration points (1) and (2) above, the 
EPA's array of proposals forthe Cornell-Dublier site is 
entirely inadequate because a complete cleanup of the site (to 
natural background levels) is not offered as an option and is 
therefore not considered. 

4) Taking into consideration points (1), (2), and (3) above, 
the EPA's proposal for the Cornell-Dublier site is a violation 
of the basic human rights of the people of Central New Jersey. 
The United Nations Commission on Human Rights has declared that 
we all have a basic right to an uncontaminated environment. 
Since all the options that EPA has proposed for the 
Cornell-Dublier site will lead to contamination of central New 
Jersey in coming years, EPA's proposal violates the basic human 
rights of all who will be affected. 

See United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). Living in a 
Pollution-Free Worid a Basic Human Right. UNEP Press Release 
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2001/49. Nairobi, Kenya: United Nations Environment Programme, 
2001. Available at 
http://www.rachel.ora/libra rv/Qetfile.cfm?ID=307 

5) The EPA risk assessor who responded to public comments and 
questions during the public meeting in South Plainfield on July 
13, 2004 gave at least two false and misleading answers. 

When I asked directly whether EPA had taken into consideration 
possible chemicals affects on the nervous system, the immune 
system, the reproductive system, and the endocrine (hormone) 
system, plus effects on growth, development, and behavior, the 
EPA risk assessor responded that each of those health 
end-points had been considered. I was told that the risk 
assessment available in the South Plainfield Library addressed 
all those health end points. 

I visited the South Plainfield Public Library and examined the 
risk assessment in question. I have placed the risk assessment 
on a web site for all to see: 
http://www.rachel.org/library/aetfile.cfm?ID=453 (warning: it's 
3 megabytes). 

As we can see from page 6-23, the risk assessment specifically 
omits consideration of risks to the endocrine system and other 
biological signaling systems, and it omits reference to 
chemical effects on human behavior. 

Therefore, the EPA risk assessor who gave the false and 
misleading answer to my question was either ignorant of the 
contents of the risk assessment, or was intentionally 
misrepresenting the scope of the risk assessment. Either way, 
this risk assessor needs to be held accountable for this 
serious violation of ethical standards for environmental 
professionals 

The EPA risk assessor gave another false and misleading answer 
to one of my questions. I asked whether the risk assessment had 
taken into account the cumulative effects of mixtures of 
chemicals found at the site and the background levels of 
contaminants to which we are all routinely exposed (diesel 
exhaust, low levels of pharmaceutical products in drinking 
water, etc.). 

The combined effect of many small doses is relevant because we 
are all exposed to numerous endocrine-disrupting chemicals at 
low levels via indoor air and dust. For example, see Ruthann A. 
Rudel and others, "Phthalates, Alkylphenols, Pesticides, 
Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers, and other Endocrine-Disrupting 
Compounds in Indoor Air and Dust," Environmental Science & 
Technology Vol. 37, No. 20 (2003), pgs. 4543-4553. Available at 
http://www.rachel.org/librarv/Qetfile.cfm?ID=372 

(Anyone wanting to learn New Jersey-specific details about the 
many toxicants to which residents of New Jersey are routinely 
exposed should examine the New Jersey Department of 
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Environmental Protection's Final Report of the New Jersey 
Comparative Risk Project (Trenton, N.J.: N.J. Department of 
Environmental Protection, July, 2003), available at 
http://wvw.state.ni.us/dep/dsr/nicrD/ ~ especially the 
appendix on human health.) 

At the public meeting in South Plainfield. the EPA risk 
assessor asserted that the Cornell-Dublier risk assessment did 
take into consideration the cumulative effects of mixtures of 
chemicals, specifically referring to the chemicals on the site 
~ several different PCBs, TCE and its dechlorination products, 
other volatile organics, semi-volatile organics, 19 different 
pesticides, 23 metals, dioxins (including 2,3,7,8-TCDD) and so 
on. 

Unfortunately, the risks of chemical mixtures cannot be 
reliably evaluated, and the EPA risk assessor knows - or 
should know ~ this. It is widely acknowledged by risk 
assessors and a wide range of scientists in many disciplines 
that risk assessments cannot take into consideration the 
effects of mixtures of chemicals. 

See, for example, David O. Carpenter and others, "Understanding 
the Human Health Effects of Chemical Mixtures," Environmental 
Health Perspectives Supplement 1, Vol. 110 (February 2002), 
pgs. 25-42. Available at 
http://vww.rachei.ora/libran//aetfile.cfm?ID=454 For further 
discussion of the difficulties toxicologists face in measuring 
the health effects of mixtures, see Emily Monosoon, Chemical 
Mixtures (South Hadley, Mass.: Center of the Environment, Mount 
Holyoke College, Nov. 16, 2003); available at 
http://www.rachel.orq/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=455 These two 
publications merely scratch the surface in describing the 
difficulties scientists face in assessing risk of exposure to 
mixtures, it is unconscionable for an EPA employee to tell the 
townspeople of South Plainfield that the risks of exposure to 
mixtures have been successfully assessed forthe 
Cornell-Dublier site. Such assurances are false and misleading. 

6) Given that the Cornell-Dublier site is contaminated with 
numerous chemicals, EPA needs to be asking whether 
single-chemical estimations of hazard are adequate to protect 
public health and safety. 

Here are references to 5 studies showing that "insignificant" 
amounts of several individual chemicals can combine to produce 
significant health effects: 

Elisabete Silva and others, "Something for 'Nothing' - Eight 
Weak Estrogenic Chemicals Combined at Concentrations below 
NOECs Produce Significant Mixture Effects," Environmental 
Science & Technology Vol. 36, No. 8 (2002), pgs. 1751-1756. 
Available at http://www.rachel.ora/librarv/qetfile.cfm?ID=371 

Nissanka Rajapakse and others, "Combining Xenoestrogens at 
Levels below Individual No-Observed Effect Concentrations 
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Dramatically Enhances Steroid Hormone Action," Environmental 
Health Perspectives Vol. 110, No. 9 (September 2002), pgs. 
917-921. Available at 
http://www.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=370 

Nissanka Rajapakse and others, "Defining the Impact of Weakly 
Estrogenic Chemicals on the Action of Steroidal Estrogens," 
Toxicological Sciences Vol. 60 (2001), pgs. 296-304. Available 
at http://www.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=369 

Joachim Payne and others, "Mixtures of Four Organochlorines 
Enhance Human Breast Cancer Cell Proliferation," Environmental 
Health Perspectives Vol. 109, No. 4 (April 2001), pgs. 391-397. 
Available at http://www.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=368 

Ana M. Soto and others, "The Pesticides Endosulfan, Toxaphene, 
and Dieldrin Have Estrogenic Effects on Human 
Estrogen-Sensitive Cells," Environmental Health Perspectives 
Vol. 102, No. 4 (April 1994), pgs. 380-383. Available at 
http://vww.rachel.ora/librarv/qetfile.cfm?ID=367 

It is noteworthy that none of these studies is cited in the 
bibliography accompanying the risk assessment forthe 
Cornell-Dublier site. 

7) EPA also needs to ask whether the toxicologic data, upon 
which its risk assessment is based, adequately represents 
modern toxicological science. For example, here are references 
to five studies showing that the timing of exposure to a 
toxicant is crucial to observing an effect. A particular 
exposure at one time in the life of an organism may produce no 
effect while the same exposures occuring at a different time in 
the life of an organism may produce a serious effect. 

This means that much of the toxicological information upon 
which risk assessments are based is conceptually flawed, 
outdated and untrustworthy for making risk judgments. 

See Beveriy S. Rubin and others, "Perinatal Exposure to Low 
Doses of Bisphenol A Affects Body Weight, Patterns of Estrous 
Cyclicity, and Plasma LH Levels," Environmental Health 
Perspectives Vol. 109, No. 7 (July 2001), pgs. 675-680. 
Available at http://www.rachel.org/library/aetfile.cfm?ID=456 

See also K.S. Landreth, "Critical windows in development of the 
rodent immune system," Human and Experimental Toxicology Vol. 
21, Nos. 9-10 (Sep-Oct, 2002), pgs.493-498 Available at 
http://www.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm9IDM57 

And: M.C. Garofolo and others, "Developmental toxicity of 
terbutaline: Critical periods for sex-selective effects on 
macromolecules and DNA synthesis in rat brain, heart, and 
liver," Brain Research Bulletin Vol. 59, No. 4 (Jan. 15, 2003), 
pgs. 319-329 Available at 
http://www.rachel.org/librarv/qetfile.cfm?ID=458 
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And T.A. Lindsley and L.J. Rising, "Morphologic and neurotoxic 
effects of ethanol vary with timing of exposure in vitro," 
Alcohol Vol. 28, No. 3 (Nov., 2002), pgs. 197-203; Available at 
http://vww.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=459. 

And: M.R. van den Heuvel land R.J. Ellis, "Timing of exposure to 
a pulp and paper effluent influences the manifestation of 
reproductive effects in rainbow trout," Environmental 
Toxicology and Chemistry Vol. 21, No. 11 (Nov., 2002), pgs. 
2338-2347. Available at 
http://vww.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=460 

It is noteworthy that none of these studies is cited in the 
bibliography accompanying the risk assessment for the 
Cornell-Dublier site. 

In sum: 

The EPA has spent large sums of money evaluating minutiae, but 
has missed the big picture at the Cornell-Dublier site. 

1) Adequate cleanup of the Cornell-Dublier site was not even 
offered to the public as an option at the public hearing July 
13, 2004 in South Plainfield. All of the options that EPA 
proposed would result in leaving substantial contamination on 
the site. 

2) Unless the site is cleaned up to background levels, it will 
continue to be a source of contamination in central New Jersey 
and beyond. The second law of thermodynamics guarantees that 
low levels of contamination will continue to escape from the 
site onto nearby properties, then into the larger environment 
beyond. 

3) The risk assessment technique used to determine "safe" 
exposures to "maximally exposed" individuals has the unintended 
(but now well-understood) consequence of allowing "safe" levels 
of contamination to enter the environment where they are joined 
by other amounts of toxicants that other risk assessments have 
deemed "safe." The cumulative impact of these low-level 
releases (sanctioned by the flawed risk assessment technique) 
is a badly contaminated environment woridwide ~ but most 
specifically in New Jersey (more on this below). 

4) EPA's (and Foster-Wheeler's) risk assessment techniques are 
woefully outdated and have failed to incorporate recent 
scientific information about the importance of timing of toxic 
exposures, and about the cumulative impacts of exposures to 
many low-level contaminants simultaneously. 

5) New Jersey is already contaminated at hazardous levels and 
no additional contamination is acceptable. Therefore, the 
Cornell-Dublier site must be cleaned up entirely, leaving no 
residual contamination to harm future generations 

According to New Jersey Department pf Environmental 
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Protection's Final Report of the New Jersey Comparative Risk 
Project (Trenton, N.J.: N.J. Department of Environmental 
Protection, July, 2003), available at 
http://www.state.ni.us/dep/dsr/nicrp/ 

"Among the effects of various of the PCB congeners are 
neurodevelopmental retardation, decreased thyroxine levels, 
reproductive dysfunction, immune system suppression, 
carcinogenesis, and enzyme induction." (pg. 974) 

"The likely effects of PCBs... include breast cancer. 
non-Hodgkins lymphomas, liver and gall bladder cancers, 
pancreatic cancer, decreased circulating thyroid hormone, and 
prenatal effects that affect postnatal neurodevelopment." 

"Breast feeding transfers organochlorines from mother to infant 
(as much as 20-25% of prenatal maternal body burden) and 
results in an organochlorine intake in the range of 50-fold 
higher than adults on a body weight basis." (pg. 976) 

[IMPORTANT NOTE: Breast feeding is still the healthiest and 
best way to nourish an infant.] 

"As many as 2000 to 2500 cases of cancer per year may be 
attributable to PCBs in New Jersey. This is approximately 
one-third to one-half of the total incidence of breast, 
pancreatic and non-Hodgkins lymphatic malignancies in the state 
[of New Jersey]. There are however significant uncertainties in 
these estimates. There is also evidence that pre- and 
post-natal exposures to PCBs may have adverse effects on 
neurological development." (pg. 982) 

In other words, the people of New Jersey are already exposed to 
an excessive quantity of PCBs - enough PCBs to produce 2000 to 
2500 cases of cancer each year. 

The Cornell-Dublier site, after it is cleaned up, should not 
contribute one iota to this already-unacceptable situation. 

6) EPA has offered no information indicating that the 
"engineering controls" proposed forthe cleanup would endure as 
long as the hazards that EPA plans to leave buried on the site. 
EPA has offered no information indicating that humans ~ using 
"institutional controls" ~ have the ability to manage toxic 
sites in perpetuity (which is the duration of the hazard). 

7) EPA personnel offered false and misleading answers to 
questions posed by the public during the public meeting July 13 
in South Plainfield. This is a violation of professional ethics 
and should be investigated by the EPA Inspector General. By way 
of this testimony for the public hearing record, I am formally 
requesting such an investigation. 

8) I request that in future EPA put all documents related to 
this site on the worid wide web lo make "public participation" 
as easy as it should be. and as easy as EPA says it wants it to 
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be. 

9) At the Cornell-Dublier site, which offers such a clear 
example of a site that will continue to release toxicants into 
the environment for decades (perhaps aeons) to come, EPA has an 
opportunity to "turn the corner" and set a wonderful new 
example in the history of site cleanups. A precautionary 
approach, instead of a flawed risk assessment approach, would 
dictate a much more aggressive and thorough cleanup of the site 
than EPA has considered up to this point. (A precautionary 
approach to site cleanups is discussed in the draft paper found 
here: http://vww.rachel.ora/librarv/aetfile.cfm?ID=363 .) 

Thank you for this opportunity to offer testimony for the 
public record. 

(signed) 
Peter Montague, director 
Environmental Research Foundation 
P.O. Box 160 
New Brunswick, N.J. 08903 
Tel. 732-828-9995 

E-mail petertairachel.ora dubiier.doc 
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7/jij Busbsess of Ittnos'atloii 

September 3, 2004 

via Federal Express and e-mail 

Mr. Peter Mannino 
Project Manager 
Emergency & Remedial Response 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region li 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
NewYork, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Submission of Comments by the Hamilton Industrial Park Group 
with respect to EPA's Proposed Plan for Operable Unit No. 2 ("0U2"), 
Hamilton Industrial Park Site, South Plainfield, New Jersey 

Dear Mr. Mannino: 

On behalf of Comell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. and Dana Coiporation (together the "Hamiltor 
Industrial Park Group" or "HIPG"), 1 am submirting to you for inclusion in the Administrative 
Record comments with respect to EPA's Proposed Plan for 0U2 at the Comell-Dubilier 
Electronics Site ("Hamilton Industrial Park Site") dated July, 2004. These comments are 
organized so as first to provide a review of EPA's Prefeued Altemative, and then to suggest 
other remedial altematives which the HIPG believes are equally or more protective of human 
health and the environment; comply with AJlARs; better satisfy EPA's remedy selection criteria. 
can be implemented more expeditiously; and are significantly more cost-effective. 

The HIPG was encouraged by John Prince's comments during the recent consultation meeting in 
New York City, when he indicated that remedial considerations relating to the Hamilton 
Industrial Park Site were complex and that EPA, while publishing its Preferred Altemative, was 
not necessarily committed to that remedial outcome. Rather, the purpose of the Proposed Plan 
was to solicit detailed input and suggest possible altematives for more successfully addressing 
the 0U2 remedial objectives. A similar, open approach to considering remedial altematives for 
0U2 was discussed during the subsequent public meeting held in South Plainfield on July 13, 
2004. 

Given this invitation by EPA for detailed input, we have carefully supported the enclosed 
comments with references to pubHshed studies and other documents, in many cases using 
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sources directly generated by EPA. We believe that this documentation, which provides 
comprehensive support for our comments and recommendations, should prove helpftil to EPA. 

Finally, to facilitate a comparison of EPA's Preferred Altemative with the altemative that we 
believe offers substantially greater benefits and conforms better to EPA's remedy selection 
criteria, we are providing a color-coded summary table entitled "Comparative Analysis of Soil 
Remedial Altematives." This summary table provides a brief narrative discussion of how each 
ahemative performs relative to EPA's nine remedy selection criteria, overlain by an intuitive 
color code (blue for "not applicable," green means "best meets criteria", yellow means "may 
meet criteria" and red to illustrate "least meets criteria"). 

Consistent with the HIPG's past practice, we would be pleased to discuss with EPA our 
comments and to answer any questions that you may have with respect to them. 

Sincerely, 

On behalf of the Hamihon Industrial Park Group 

J. Mark Nielsen, P.E. 

cc: Sarah P. Flanagan, Esq., USEPA 
Robert Sanoff, Esq., Foley Hoag (617-832-1152) 
Kim Stollar, Esq., Foley Hoag (617-832-1218) 
Michael Last, Esq., Rackemann, Sawyer & Brewster (617-951-1192) 
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Hami l ton Industr ial Park 
Superfund Site 

South Plainf ield. New Jersey 

Comparative Analysis of Soil Remedial Alternatives 

The following comparative analysis focuses upon the relative performance of three remedial alternatives for contaminated soil at the 
Hamilton Industrial Park Superfund Site. The evaluation uses the same nine evaluation criteria specified in the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) for detailed analysis in the Feasibility Study (FS). 

The nine FS evaluation criteria and additional details regarding specific points of analysis under each criterion are set forth in the NCP at 
40 CFR §300.430 (e)(9)(iii)(A)-(l). The comparative analysis and evaluation criteria are further detailed in Sections 6.2.2 through 6.2.5 of 
EPA's "Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA, Interim Final." OSWER Directive 
9355.3-01. October 1988 (the RI/FS Guidance). 

As discussed in the RI/FS Guidance, the comparative analysis of the remedial alternatives can involve both qualitative and quantitative 
analysis under each evaluation criterion. This Summary provides a brief narrative or numeric discussion of how the remedial alternative 
being analyzed performs against a specific evaluation criterion. The color code is used to visually illustrate (see "Analysis Color-Coding 
Key" below) the performance of each remedy against each evaluation criterion. 

Analys is Color-Coding Key: 

Ln 
o 
o 
ilk 
o 

Not applicable Best meets criterion May meet criterion Least meets criterion. 

Abbreviations used in this comparative analysis include: 
RI/FS = Remedial Invesligation / Feaslbillly Study CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 

PCBs = Polychlorinated biphenyls CFR = Code of Federal Regulations 
VOCs = Volatile Organic Compounds NCP = National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 

S/S = Solidiricalion/Slabillzation RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
GAC = Granular Activated Carbon LDRs = Land Disposal Restrictions (one of the RCRA requirements) 

LTTD = Low Temperature Thermal Desorption TSCA = Toxic Substances Control Act 
PRP = Potentially Responsible Parly ARARs = Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement 

HIPG = Hamilton Industrial Park Group (two of Ihe PRPs) ppm = parts per million or milligrams per kilogram 
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Hamilton Industrial Park 
Superfund Site 

South Plainfield, NJ 

$ummary of Comparative Analysis of Soil Remedial Alternatives 

Media Addressed in tliis Altemative: 

Principu'. Threat Material -
Capacitor disposal area 

Principal Tiireat Material -
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

Additional OfT-Site Disposal 

Treated principal tiireat material; 
and all other soils >2 ppm PCBs 

^M.:.s-^^ :; 
iiNb Action 

IsiNd,action; :• 

HIPG Suggested Alternative (Modified S-4) 
Excavate * Off-Site Disposal + S/S + Cap 

EPA's Preferred Alternative (Combined S'^S«5) 
Excavate + Off-Slte Disposal •«- I T T 0 + Cap 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7,500 yards' of principal threat material 

In-Situ Solidirication/Stabiiization (S/S) 
of 107,000 yards' 

Off-site disposal of debris 
segregated from upper 3' of soil 

Exqavatlon and tow Temperature Thermal Oesorptlqn 
(LTTD) of 53,500 yards* 

Excavation and off-stt«f disposal of 63,506 yards' 
of sons and debris; and t t r o residuals 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 1 - Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Overall Evaluation 

NO 

IfW ?•»!?» t bell *«dat fK>fe««v« Potentially Protective 

TE: This criterion summarizes the overall comparative analysis of the three altematives, 
based on the detailed evaluation summarized in the following tables. 
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Hami l ton Indus t r ia l Park 

Supe r f und Site 

Sou th P la in f ie ld , NJ 

Media Addressed in th is Alternat ive: 
S - l -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Alternative (Modif ied S-4) 
Excavate •*• 0ff«Site Disposal •» S/S •*• Cap 

EPA'e Preferred Altemative (CombUted S-3/8-5) 
Excavate • Off-Site Disposal • tTTD + Cap 

Principal Threat Material • 
Capacitor disposal area 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7,500 yards ' of principal threat material 

Pr incipal Threat Material -
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-Situ Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

_ ^ of 107,000 yards ' ^ 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site disposal of debris 

segregated from upper 3' of soi l 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal Desorption 

^ (LTTD) of 53,500 yards' 

Excavation and off-site disf)Osal of 53,600 yardr 
o f soils and debr is ; and LTTD residuals 

Treated pr incipal threat mater ial ; 
and al l other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 2 - Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

> > - - . - ' • - i ^ . i ' i i ' ^ - i i ! . - . ' i 
Overall Evaluation Not applicable Bestmset^ Criterion 

Points of Evaluation: 

Does this remedy meet chemical-specific ARARs 
(I.e., TSCA, RCRA LDRs)7 

ttot applicable Y(i6f tftfttUgft itpfttt>pHltl& dM^n ym^^i^*wf**^i*tl^'^^^f^ 

I IMMIMMi l l l l l l l l l lW*>* i*MWmmtma*M*****—MHi lWMMMII I I I UMMMMMMiMMMMMMUMMtM 

Does this remedy meet location- and action 
specific ARARs? 

Not applicable ¥es;thnH<$lt«|>|>r<^rlattt design . 

r r " i ^ r r "^ ^' ' f. . . . ' . .....<.....'̂ ..'...<t....̂ ..''A.A.i....̂ x.y. /..̂ .r.r.f. ^ .xgi t^« yisi'r^.tf»^.>a.^ 

9/2/2004 de maximis. Inc. 



Hami l t on Indus t r i a l Park 

S u p e r f u n d Si te 

S o u t h P la in f ie ld , NJ 

Media Addressed in th is Al temat ive: 
S - 1 -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Alternative (Modif ied S>4) 
Excavate •*• Off-Site Disposal •*• S/S •«• Cap 

EPA'S Preferred Altemath/e (Combined S-3/8-S) 
EKcavate *• Qff-Site Disposal • LTTO + Cap 

Principal Threat Material • 
Capacitor disposal area 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7,500 yards ' of principal threat material 

Principal Threat Material -
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-Situ Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

, of 107,000 yards ' ^ 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site d isposal of debris 

segregated f rom upper 3' of soi l 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal DeMrptlon 
(LTTD) of 53.500 yards' 

I I ' Ill I 111 iWi'i'i 

Excavation and off-site disfiosal of 5 3 ^ 0 yards' 
of soils and debr is ; and LTTD reslduaisl 

Treated principal threat material ; 
and al l other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 3 - Long-Term Effectiveness 

Overall Evaluation fiesttneels Crllerton May meei Criterion 

Points of Evaluation: 

Wtiat risk remains after treatment? 

f^acl inr«x«avat)on snd rBd0Vi»)«pfffl«iitCBp«tecniR»ie»tifrc!ct 
«]C(ioKum (Htibwrny .und &i^n)ritwntty JteducM- m t i i ^ y to 

<- «t:^bi(R!»t( ̂ nd c ^ p « d w i l * . 
• M " M | M " H | " | | iM i ' i iM i in ' i t ! ' m ' " f i ' " | i ' i ' i . t i n i n t i n ' i " ' i i i t ' i n i M i n n n > l | i | i i M i l i i i i 

Pat-tx6itm«t»i Kipping t^tetfntatesi dJMCt «onit»tlant<) fttaoMng 
iutMd fink (tttlVMAy* 

- «s)Rastn«i)atfMn^ and ^i^nlHitiittfty r e u s e s D3t«ii)9%i»'J ̂ "̂i 
^muadwai i t r i i imlA- i^[ f6&» mra«l«»tnt(««ted stMate^sptfHt '̂l̂ ^^ 

«<aMy(At>l«: f<*M>M*<» I6V«I« in ««t»pA4 ̂ I f ^ ' ' ' ' ' 
i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ' i i i i i i i i i i i i ' i i i M i M M M m i i i i i i i i t i i i i ' i i m i i m i i i i i i i i i i i i i n m i M m i i i i i i i i i i i l i i i i i 

^st-trBBfeEnenf e)^))>0<9 (!llmtDBte» dimot c<»(t«ei and ̂ a c h l i ^ '^ 
' " ' , , , i)tt)(«tiri&t(|)i<{tttmty«^'^ ' ' ' ' J ' , ' ^ A ' ' ^ 

' • • I l l ' • — . ^ - - , • - , - , - J 

Are there slightly less effective options posing 
substantially less risk? 

Not applicable Low»«t overall risck. However, allantatlve would b«pra<e£ttvet 
Yes, In-sHu S/S process Inherently less risky than excavation and 

LTTO 

What is the magnitude of risk remaining from 
residuals remaining at the site when the remedy Is 

completed? 
Not applicable 

Risk Is reduced to protective levels through treatment. More PCB 
mass left on sKe wKh S/S, but the risk Is reduced lo acceptable 

levels and exposure pathways are eliminated through S/$, 
engineering and institutional controls 

f^m(»v«smo<«t>CBiMastsfroM)1lwstf», i^tfsktsfedutMdfisratt^ 
1r«mnt*«it, ««*ti)4ea v>^h )ttvtftii))(;»niti a^d « « S I * « M 4 4 ( ^ ^ n t r ^ t i t 

n u i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i n i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i m i m i i i i i i i i n i i m i i i i i i i m i i i i i i i i i i n i i m i i i M i i i i i i i i i 

How adequate and reliable are long-term 
engineering and institutional controls necessary to 

manage residuals? 
Not applicable 

Long-t^rm engineering ami inetitu(t(»)al«onfr«ls«re Wi.tsimjiiA 
pirft of futtim 6ihi ttov<»f<>)WA()iit, <tnd a ^ bctiti adi»^tj^t« M A 

roliaW«n*hofl pr^^erfy mairrtBin^l 
i i l i i n t i i i i i i i i n m y i i m i l m i i i i i i i i i i t i n i i i i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i n i t i i i i n t m i m i i i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

tOoo-term *nfl(o«wmnfl and InfeWutiOttetwotrol* ao»*n itrtsgr*)^ 
part of future site dmn^i^nent antt «F() botti a«fat;uBte «nd rejlajUe 

vthen property maintained 

What Is likelihood that technology will meet 
performance standards within budgets and time 

goals?-••"••-•," 
Not applicable 

H l ^ i y likely^ ̂ i t 6 l i i o t i «H in unrfMMdixl l6(:hn<^Qy; s f g ^ t a m 
C€RCLA e)tp»rtence of «M<;<;«9» with $ ^ 

Low likelihood; complex technology (especially when daily 
operations are restricted). Significant technical, regulatory, and 

public concerns can lead to delays and budget overruns 

Can this technology achieve 90-99% reduction in 
tha concentration or mobility of contaminants? 

Not applicable 
y^t^ O<sm«^6)t0l;ed At » i60 C^<;iLA itHeit (^Afelutifn^ 3$ i ^ % w$tl( 

jftjes), Ki«h »• 140 ffiy(iif\n\^ 

Yet, (tMionylAted at i>50 C ^ ^ u A itite6 {ittciuifins 14 with PPQ^); 
If ttK!«(t«f*f*«>n MBwf foroff-esfe freat«»*nt, 99 9999% 0*<9tru««) Vfr / 

l^emovBl ^ te tency fo r l ^B la mustbe-demoDstratett, which 
rBtVL<ln»s>2,2O0 Of a n d ^ Ke<:o£i^re£id«ftc« lime. Alternatively, 

th * <»08« *»(»)?* <iqoden*e<l *a«k lftfi> Oil*, 1h»ri t*«nftp«>*f«(d for 0« 
i * » IncKneraftDn 

t i i i i i t i t t n i n i t i i i i n i i n ' t n i i i i i i t i i i t i i i i i i i i ' i ' i m n " m ' , * ' i i ! m M ' t i t M n i m n i i i i i i i t i i i i i i i i n " ' i 

&<)ulValant: p^tlormantm, l > ^ e r l m r ' •.fnenfability, <a wer H$4« Bnd 
signified''*', ' . .MerBost l t t t tnLtI t } 

Does this technology offer better performance, 
Implementability, lower risk or cost than otiwrs? 

Not applicable 
Equivalent performance, less Implementable, higher risk and 

significantly higher cost than $/3 

9/2/2004 cfe maximis. Inc. 



Hami l t on Indus t r ia l Park 

Super fund Si te 

S o u t h Pla inf ie ld , NJ 

Media Addressed in th is A l temat ive: 
S - l . 

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Altemative (Modified S-4) 
Excavate + Off-Site Disposal + S/S * Cap 

EPA'S Preferred Alfemath/e (Combined 8-3/8-5) 
Excavate * Off-Site Disposal •LTTD * Cap 

Principal Threat Material -
Capacitor disposal area 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7,500 yards' of principal threat material 

Principal Threat Material • 
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-Situ Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

of 107,000 yards ' 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site disposal of debris 

segregated from upper 3' of soi l 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal Desorption 
(LTTD) of 53,500 yards' 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 53<500 yards 
of soils and debr is ; and LTTD refelduais 

Treated pr incipal threat mater ial ; 
and all other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 4 - Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume 

Overa l l Eva lua t i on 8est m m t 9 Critetlon May meet Criterion 

Points of Evaluation: 
Is treatment used to address principal threats and 

reduce inlierent hazards at the site? 
Yea, prtnctpel threst* « e 9iiare%sed iAiwogh treatment «»*, p»(n«{(»»t«tw*t*«t0*«$el«»S««l^«M^ ^HMtwtH"-

Are there any special requirements for this 
treatment process? 

Not applicable 
|>i<>^tM^tH:t<o<^r4^iiy«v«fiitb)e>. Sli«-«piMifi^^etti;^.0i^ 

^riton^tratio;* of dgstgn tertiftg; /^(jwire^l ' ' 
Yes, specialized LTTD unit needed for prolonged period based on 

EPA's assumed limited operating hours and through-put 

What percent of the contaminant mass is removed 
or destroyed? 

100% of capacitor area PCB and VOC mass removed, remaining 
m^ss immobilized in place by S/S treatment 

m i l 1111II III I i i i n n i i n i i i i m t i t u t i i i i n i i i i n i m l m i 

i i m , •?»f«(i|Wrta«>at*» PCB *idVOC«»**^wwov*df u w •' 
rBmw«?» -̂ ((•6fl*>t «fP<^8sBndV0(>»dur)ng trBBtsrtwnl 

i l l l . t l l l l l l l l l t lM t l l lM I I I I IM t l l l lM t l l l l i l l l l l l t l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l i n i n iT l l l t j IMn i lM l l l l l l 

Aei tev^pmwt t Cupfi mettits may reqt^<» f<tflouM)i> Sjls t o ttatmm^: To what extent is the mobility reduced? 
M o l M ^ « l I^Bts, yO<i« w id mefB)» elimiaated ̂ m u g h 8($ and 

ftedev«1t)pfnentCa(» ' ' 

To wrhat extent is the toxicity reduced? 
No diange for PCBs and metals in matrix. However, exposure 

pathway removed through treatment and capping 

No OhSttS" foif v»M remains; fewer «ont»mt*te«te teft «rt * ( t * 4*fte* 
L t l t ^ ant^or excsvafton. however, soma treatment mtMu»)» must 

' ' ' be managed of^slte 
l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l l i n i l l l l l l l i l l l l l l l l l l T IMT l l l l l i i i i l l l l l l l l i l M l l l l l l l i f l l l l l l l l i l l l l l l l l i l l 

To what extent Is treatment Irreversible? Not applicable S/S pr(>ee:e<«:$«<trrev0rsll^ L n i > ktiA wi«it»«(f IDH :pn>«e»»e» are )tr«v«f«lblfr 

Wtiat type of residuals will remain after treatment 
is completed? 

Not applicable 
COjntaminarat&'wiSbe sart>ed, then Mveapst^ated in a Mill/cement 

roalt»x:< Solidified n**s* w«(t tn6t9d for Use * * fii)un<^k)ftft> 

LTTD will remove natural organics and moisture, metals may be 
more leachable In treatment residual Material suitable for 

foUndetions after tufficient Compacting and/or followr-on S/S 

Is this technology currently technically feasible to 
implement at full-scale? 

Not applicable 
¥e», in-situ $/3 rfcncdifiisawrefgei 99,000 yar<te^* witHrettmdie^t^' 

to •l>07-|>QO<^y'» '̂lfe*inylem6f>tet{ lemiiteBitfuHy 

Yes, LTTD remedies to dale average 32,400 yards', with the largest 
to date for PCBs being S4,000 yards* 

Is this technology currently technically practicable 
to Implement at full-scale? 

Not applicable Yes, S/S remediati over t(!l(V,tK)9 yadttis' icn(ile»u»nt«td suetiessf Vidly 
At other uStM 

Yes, but M O hour per day operation assumed by EPA Is 
Inconsistent with cost effective operation 

m 
O 
O 
i ( ^ 
O 
Ol 

Will implementing this technology result in posing 
greater overall risk to workers or the surrounding 
community than other, less effective methods? 

Not applicable Ho, lowest risk abroach ftH' urarkers aorf the «ommur«*y ' 

Could severe effects across environmental media 
result from implementing this remedy? 

Not appllcabi" 

• M I ' I ' I M I M H I J ^ H I I I I I I I I M I I I I MM I M I I I I I I I I I I i lMMI'MM't ' l l l tMHIIII IMIII l l l l l l l l lMUM 
Yes, there will be exhaust emissions, and there is some potential 

for air emissions during L1TD system excursions. Treatment 
residual requires more extensive compaction, and may need S/3 

prior to reuse under buildings 

9/2/2004 de maximis. Inc. 



Hami l t on Indus t r ia l Park 

Supe r f und Site 

S o u t h P la in f ie ld , NJ 

Media Addressed in th is A l temat ive: 
S - 1 -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Alternative (Modified S-4) 
Excavate + Off iSite Disposal -tjiS/S * Cap 

EPA'S Preferred Alterttatlvft (Combined 8*3/8-5) 
Excavate • OfNSIte Disposal • LTTO •+ Cap 

' I I I 

Principal Tt\reat Material -
Capacitor d isposal area 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7,500 yards ' of principal threat material 

Principal Threat Material -
Soi ls >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-Situ Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

of 107,000 yards ' 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site disposal of debris 

segregated f rom upper 3' of soil 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal Deeorptlon 
(LTTD) of 53,500 yards^ 

Excavation and off-6lte disposal of 5 3 ^ 0 yarde^ 
o f soi ls and debr is ; and LTTD residuals 

Treated principal threat mater ia l ; 
and al l other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 5 - Short-Term Effectiveness 

Overall Evaluation Not applicable Be«lffteets Criterion 

Points of Evaluation: 

What short-term risks are posed to workers and 
tite community during implementation? 

Can these risks be reliably mitigated? 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Lowest rlsit, slmiiBr fo iypteal fteavy cons«nicf)(»i 

i i l i t i i i i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i H I I i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i H i i n i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i l i i i i i i i t i l t i i i i i i i i m i i i i i n i i i l i m 

VB9, cqftduclihijWtot^iJy fct-«itt< r*dm*is potentist fc»'«^9t(***f 
workM^-and to the sunmundlf^-mMHmimify 

•Mi'iiii'MUMiiiijiiii i i" i i 'Mii""mnnii| i i 'miitni"i i t! i f 'Mii 'H"'nii 'MiMiMinininii i i i i i 

May be mitigated through cover*, contrikis, and worker PPE. 
However, adding controls Increases complexity, potential for 

failure, and costs 

What environmental Impacts are associated with 
construction and Implementation? 

Not applicable Lowest impict , i (S re Jit^K In suitabie f o u n ^ l o n rrtaietia) 

Total excavation may resuh In vapor emissions; LTTO releases 
combustion by-products; treated soils require compaction and 
possitrfy follow-on SA8 prior lo capping and reuse to addretis 

leachable metals 

When will the design and implementation of the 
remedy be completed? What Is the potential for the 

completion of the remedy to lie significantly 
delayed? 

Not applicable 

Unhnoi«n> but sionintumt hft6te «f 6)3, eKp«»!en<^ «d^e#l«( #1 
(cast one design «tep c o i M be- eiimlnatcd. ^aaed on oxperltmee 
ef other CERCL.A \titM, «ieinstFU<i«on )telay& not Mtpected to lx» 

Unknown, but slgnHtcant liasis of LTTO experience suggests 
detailed miMi-step design process needed. Parfonmance testing 
and mMeriale handling issues expected to Create delays dur i t ^ 

construction 

What are the potential Impacts of the remedy on 
natural resources? 

Not applicable 
Utuni use or natural resountes; S;& uses i»dnven&na) 

Cot^jittUistJtM equip AMM^ «entent, <^tb6ttiit»i v i i t^ t retag^ntj^ It^ 
pr'xSew 

pi'WJr j i w i . n v i * i « - t I'V • i : V Vftn'M h<»ljw« 

Estimates of Air Pollutants released by burning -197,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas dunng LTTD, does not include o i l " r i i l i l i l i i ' or c i n ' t n i i IICIM PI I I I imipiit < nii 'sionv 

H l i | l l l > t M H , l t M , W W , ^ 
Pounds Carbon Dioxide (CO], 

Pounds Nitrogen Oxides (No,, 

Pounds Particulate (Total, <1.0 micron) 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

'Not applicable 

4 
HI>M» l t lH««4*4> t«« tH* t *M«M* I IMI IH I im> tMt»»M)mt t tM im iHm>M***M»H«t«H»*«» t»Ht»* tH««1 

••tw«HMM«niiiiminiiiniiiiimniiiiiiiniiiiiiiiin4niniiitiniMMt4miiinitnimnmiMiii»ii 

»},(&U0U0 
• H*t • t 4U«I I «MHi • ' tMs«M4»Ml t t i i4 i l» i W4 • • H*«e4 i i I t l l 

4I.U 
«*H i l H I I l l i l W t t m i l l ' i l " i i | i l l i H H M t H H * i H I I I « l l l l i 

I.Vlft 

Pounds Sulphur Dioxide (SO,, Not applicable 
i i t i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

Pounds Unbumad Hydrocarlions !: Not applicable 
r 1 • • ' ^1 - I 

9/2/2004 de maximis, inc. 
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Hami l t on Indus t r ia l Park 

S u p e r i u n d Site 

S o u t h P la in f ie ld . NJ 

Media Addressed in th is A l temat ive: 
S - l -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Altemative (Modified S-4) 
Excavate -t- Off-Site Disposal •*• S/S •*• Cap 

gPA'6 Preferred Alternative (Combined S'S/S-S) 
Excavate • Off-Site Disposal * LTTD *• Cap 

UMMMMAMMMMiMMMMMMMMMMHAMMMi iMMM 

Principal Threat Material • 
Capacitor disposal area 

Principal Threat Material -
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7.500 yards of principal threat material 

No act ion 

In-Situ Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

of 107.000 yards ' ^ 

Addit ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site disposal of debris 

segregated f rom upper 3' of soi l 

Excavation and LowTemperatitre Thermal tieaorption 

(LTTD) of S3,S00 yards' 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 53.500 yatds^ 
o f soils and debtUt smd LTTD r e s i d u a i l 

Treated pr incipal threat mater ial ; 
and all other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 6 - Implementability 

Overall Evaluation Nol applicable B«fiirt ieet» driterton 

Points of Evaluation: 

^•«'fi,i'',r^unLvi'n^i4'lttt« h^iiriHi|||fytiM4.u^ulpnMft uttinhn 
e v t » ftrf wri*'* IWttutl f yf,lir«: t-vijniwnf 4W* •* vdUtf i,^ ^^a«^ 

ot' iHtitt îWf »'hlAthlnN»>t.i<tiir>-wni4t4in«ai%i4;v«iihol 
' « j tl"*«mJrr|»*n», i ita 

What difficulties may be associated with this 
remedy? 

Not applicable 
None expected; known and demonsb-ated tet^notogy. Potential 

for use <rf additional reagent fOr more highly impacted materials-
potential for Issues if S/S equipment encounters obstmctions 

What uncertainties are related to the construction 
of this remedy? 

Not applicable 
Uncertain extent of excavation and sorting of debris in upper 3* of 

niedia, unknown potential to encounter obstructions during 8/S 

Unknown extent ot excavation, sfioring approach or tiow materials 
Will be segregated; air emissions; whether LTTO Will meet 
treatment standards; materials handling; extent of backfitt 

compaotion necessary; etc 

What Is the likelihood that technical problems will 
lead to schedule delays and cost overruns 

Not applicable 
lij>» im^StufUkd^ nto^tly a^Mk^laied i»^i) in-sitM ^^t i (Mnwt 

ert<i<Jun(!ering )>oU)ders«'r«b'strM'6l^ns 
i i l i i i i i i i i i l l i l i i i i l i i i l i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i l i l i i i l l l i l l i i i M i i i i i i t i i i i i i i i i i i i i l i i l i i l i i m i i i i l i i l i l i m i l i n i i 

Probable; equipment and materials handling Issues likely; t r ia l 
burn and public concern* Ukeiy 

What is the likelihood that administrative 
(permitting or public) problems will lead to 

schedule delays and cost overruns? 
Not applicable 

t i f * t lik«liho<>d; ifentonMratten <>f design (iestins r ^ w r ¥ i , ^ d t 
exp««ted to-pose delays 

is this technology generally available, reliable, and 
sufficiently demonstrated for this specific 

application? 
Not applicable 

8 ; * la one of most eommon CSt^CLA remetttes useflt te * « » , 
si^ lr ieenitreok re£<Md{rf success 

Limited number of vendors available, technology sufficiently 
demonstrated, tnit wHh record of delays arKl cost Increases 

Will this tecfinology require further development 
before It could be applied full-scale at this site? 

Are sufficient vendors available to obtain 
competitive pricing? 

Not applicable 
No, However^ iMrtcit and dMnorattratlon .(^design testing 

n»<{t(in»d 
fik>< However, bench and subetantial performance testing required 

Have available vendors met target remedial, 
performance and cost goals at similar sites? 

Not applicable ' ' ' ' Yes,tdfwtrackrasiMr^of siMscsesaatstmtlttr«jateei : : - ' , . ' 
No, established record of delays and cost over-runs, however, 

treatment typtoidiy effective 

9/ ;J2004 de maximis. Inc. 



Hami l t on Indus t r ia l Park 

S u p e r f u n d Site 

S o u t h P la in f ie ld , NJ 

Media Addressed in th is A l temat ive: 
S-1 -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Alternative (Modified S>4) 
Excavate -i- Off-Site DIsposial f !5/S •«• Cap 

EPA'S Preferred Altemative (Combined S-3/8-5) 
Excavate • Off-Site pisposal • LTTD * Cap 

Principal Threat Material • 
Capacitor disposal area 

Excavation and off-sife disposal of 7,500 yards ' of principal threat material 

Principal Threat Material -
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-Situ Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

of 107,000 yards ' 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-sife disposal of debris 

segregated f rom upper;3' of soi l 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal Deeorptlon 

ILTTD) of 53,500 yards' 

Excavation tind off-site disposal of 53,500 yards' 
of soils and debr is ; and LTTD residuals 

Treated principal threat material ; 
and ai l other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 7 - Total Costs 
mmnfltvniflemffieflflevmiiflflflflflflnflfflflVlliiiiilimm 

Uttr latwt jrrrJt t »*wi Overa l l Eva lua t i on Not app l i cab le ae«t meete CrJt»rto& 

Points of Evaluation: 

Source of Cost Estimate: 

Total Direct Construction Costs (TDCC): Not applicable 

HIPG Cost Estimate (based on vendor estimates and 
demonstrated costs) 

$15,800,000 

EPA Proposed Plan 
Estimate 

HIPG Estimate of EPA Plan 
Costs (based on demonstrated 

costs) 

Contingency, Engineering and Construction 
Management, Legal and Administrative and 

Location Specific Adders: 
Not applicable $$,500,000 

i i i i r t i i i i i i i i i . . i i i i i i n i i i i i i n i i in i i i i i i i i iT i 

'<kX A'jkf^'* ^ 5 i i ^ V i 

Present Worth Operations and Maintenance Costs: Not applicable $11,300,000 $11»300»000 

Tota l Cos t ( R o u n d e d ) : Not appiioablB . ^ , $55,000,000 , , 4 >̂ ^̂ ,, J , _̂ \ 
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Hami l t on Indus t r ia l Park 

Supe r f und Si te 

S o u t h P la in f ie ld , NJ 

Media Addressed in th is Al temat ive: 
S - l -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Al temat ive (Modif ied S-4) 
Excavate -*- Off-Site Disposal •*• S/S •*- Cap 

EPA'S Preferred Aitertiative (Comtrined 8-3/8-5) 
Excavate • Off-Site Disposal • LTTD • Caj* 

Principal Threat Material • 
Capacitor d isposal area 

Excavation and off-site disposal of 7,500 yards ' of pr incipal threat material 

Principal Threat Material -
Soi ls >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-SItu Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

_ ^ of 107,000 ya rds ' 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site disposal o f debris 

segregated f rom upper 3' of soi l 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal Desorption 
(LTTD) of 53,600 yatxJs' 

Excavation and off-sHe disposal of 53,500 yard r 
of soils and debr is ; and LTTD residuals 

Treated pr incipal threat material; 
and all other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 8 - Community Acceptance 

Overa l l Eva lua t i on 9es^«fl$£!te Cr i t&rfor l : ' 

Points of Evaluation: 

Does this approach result In reuse of the site as 
soon as possible? 

Not applicable 
$/9 pt06es6^«tfi iy Jnl»gta<e4wit|) r«»deye(<)ipm«ttt«ii>^i^ 

r«mttdy «oh?tnMion««>Ufd bftfiOmti'tetedVi'i^ln $ye* f* 
L T T D process likely to cause delays in redevelopmem scnedtde; 

remedy construction could take at least 10 years t o com|rtete 

Could this approach result in the emission of 
contaminant dusts or vapors? 

Not applieabis 

U m f o i f>\KHAi fitik Appmilch; p<rf«nt(a< for enitis^ktns iliitriind 
{arreted excavation, and from n » t « ( l ^ hBnStftng dv^t ia ^ i 
soreening of debris I tam upper 3'., uemM^ dust must to 

tiOtrtittfS^f'dtiti^^^S 
n i i m i i i i i i i i i i n i i i i i i i i i i iHiiiiniimnirtii i 

Highest overall risk; complete site excavation and ex-eitu handling 
could erkate subslantiet dust and odors, unless ade<)U«tely 

controlled. Longer term operation IncieBses number of potentlat 
system upsets and pollutant retesses 

Does this remedy resuK in significant noise? Not applicable 
Both options create noise, S/S process uses conventional 

construction equipmetrt which generates noise 

fioth options create noise, LtTD process will use more 
construction equ^ment then S/S, as complete sHe excavatton Is 

needed prior to treatment and backfiHirtg 

Does this remedy involve significant truck traffic in 
the area of the Site? 

Not applicable 

Yes, there will be up to 1,100 truck trips during off-site disposal 
of capacitor waste. Up to --1,600 truck trips to deliver S/S 
reagents (cement, CAC, etc.) used during Ihe remedy. The 

additives used tn the S/S treatment process InorBBsethe soil 
volume (an estimated 1.5 feet irMirease in grade over the assumed 

$ acre treatment tone). This added Volume can be used to 
backfill the excavation and/or to estatilish grades consistent with 

future redevelopment 

Does this remedy result in the emission of 
significant quantities of air pollutants? 

Not applicable 
No, excavation and S/S process uses conventional construcitDn 

equipment 
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Media Addressed in th is Al temat ive: 
S - 1 -

No Act ion 
HIPG Suggested Altemative (Modif ied S- i ) 
Excavate •*• Off-Site Disposal ••• S/S + Cap 

EPA'ci Preferred Altemative (Combined 8<-3/8-5) 
Excavate • OfT-Slte Disposal * LTTO * Cap 

Principal Threat Material -
Capacitor d isposal area 

Excavation and off-site disposal o f 7,500 yards ' of pr incipal threat material 

Principal Threat Material • 
Soils >500 ppm PCBs and/or VOCs 

No act ion 

In-SHu Solidif ication/Stabil ization (S/S) 

of 107,000 yards ' 

Addi t ional Off-Site Disposal 
Off-site disposal of debr is 

segregated f rom upper 3' of soi l 

Excavation and Low Temperature Thermal Deso^ lon 

(LTTD) of 53,500 yards' 
1 iT I 11 ll * I I I I I|l|l 

Excavation and off>-6He disposal of S3,SD0 yards^ 
o f soils and debr is ; and LTTD reifelduals 

Treated pr incipal threat material ; 
and all other soi ls >2 ppm PCBs 

Redevelopment Capping and Institutional Controls 

Remedy Evaluation Criterion No. 9 - Agency Acceptance 

Overa l l E v a l u a t i o n 

Points of Evaluation: 

a««t j««el& Crllftftow May meet Crlterfott 

rp>.''"^ Does this remedy address Principal Threats? Y * 4 m 
f i V t irff rr I 

Does this remedy use treatment to address 
Principal Threats? Y ^ VesEf. 

tMM^ItUMtUtMUMiuitUtMiiiMtMtMiiMtMMttttMtiMMMMUM IMUMMMMiMMMUilMUIMUl 

• / ^ ' ( l . 

Date "Construction Completion" Achieved? Not applicable ^ m pr0««tsS <«B«(iiy intAgrat«d wltt> redaye lOpm^ S(^wd4fe{, 
TvswMd-:̂  «Dnstr»ctiao t m M be completed wtttttv $ years ' ' ' ' 

LTTD process likely to cause delays In redevelopmem echedule; 
remedy eonstnictlon could take at least 10 years to oompteta 

9/2/2004 de maximis, inc. 



COMMENTS ON THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM PROPOSED PLAN 
HAMILTON INDUSTRIAL PARK SITE 

DATED JULY 2004 

5 0 0 4 1 1 



• 

COMMENTS ON THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM PROPOSED PLAN 
HAMILTON 1NDUSTRL\JL PARK SITE 

DATED JULY 2004 

Prepared on behalf of the Hamilton Industrial Park PRP Group 

for Submittal to 

USEPA Region 11 

Prepared by 

Environmental Restoration Department 
Newtown, Pennsylvania 

S2L 

de maximis, inc. 
Windsor, Conneciicut 

September 3, 2004 

500412 



I N D E X 

Page 
I. Introduction 1 

II. Evaluation of EPA's Preferred Remedy 4 

A. Overview of Comments on the EPA's Proposed Plan 4 
B. Thermal Desorption of On-Site Soils Requires Higher Temperatures Than Indicated 

in the Proposed Plan; is Not "Treatment" of PCBs Under the NCP; and Poses 
Significant Implementability Risks and Challenges ; 6 
a) Site specific media impediments to thermal desorption 8 
b) Technology impediments to thermal desorption 10 
c) Regulatory impediments to thermal desorption \2 

C. EPA Has Not Adequately Explained To The Public The Human Health and 
Environmental Pollution Risks Associated with Thermal Desorption 13 

D. EPA's Proposed Plan Very Seriously Underestimates Both the Cost and Remediation 
Time Frame Associated with Using LTTD 17 

HI. Alternative Remedial Approaches for OU2 21 

A. Alternative Remedy Overview ; 21 
B. Solidification/Stabilization Overview 22 
C. Design Considerations to Address Primary Uncertainties 22 
D. Effectiveness, Implementability and Cost 24 
E. No Need for Separate Treatment (SVE) for VOCs 27 
F. Redevelopment Capping 28 
G. Summary... „ : 29 

IV. The Alternative Remedy Presented in the HIPG's Comments to the National Remedy' 
Review Board 30 

V. Comments on the Remedial Action Objectives 32 

References 

Appendices 
Appendix A: Remediation Cost Estimates 
Appendix B: Supporting Calculations 
Appendix C: Review of Assumptions for Calculating PCB Soil Cleanup Levels 

500413 



Septemijer 3, 2004 

I. Introduction 

in July 2004, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released for public 
comment its Proposed Plan for Operable Unit 2 (0U2) at the Hamilton Industrial Park Superfund 
Site (the "Site"). EPA's Proposed Plan for on-Site soils consists primarily of off-site disposal 
coupled with on-Site low temperature thennal desorption. However, when measured against the 
standards required to be considered under the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and EPA's own 
remedy selection guidance, the Proposed Plan cannot withstand scrutiny. Simply put, the 
Proposed Plan for on-Site soils recommends the wrong remedial action. 

EPA's Proposed Plan is impractical to implement and will entail unnecessary risk, delay and 
cost. Although EPA characterizes its remedy as involving "low temperature" thermal 
desorption, a genuinely low temperature remedy cannot desorb high boiling point PCBs from 
soils. To cause PCBs to desorb from soils requires a high temperature remedy. Such a high 
temperature remedy cairies the risk of converting PCBs into far more hazardous substances such 
as dioxins and furans. Moreover, thermal desorption at high temperature will create significant 
additional risks to the local community from noise, dust, and odors. Indeed, the approach 
selected in the Proposed Plan would result in approximately 20,500 separate truck trips through 
the local community — many of which would be hauling the most highly contaminated soils and 
debris identified by EPA for removal from the Site. Because EPA has not properly characterized 
its proposed remedy as involving high temperature thermal desorption, EPA has not adequately 
given notice of its plans to the community and the public sufficient to comply with notice and 
public comment requirements under CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. 

Even if it were possible to desorb PCBs from soils using low temperature thermal desorption, 
EPA has failed to take into consideration the evidence from the Remedial Investigation report 
documenting soil characteristics and large quantities of debris that would hinder effective use of 
thermal treatment and will likely create significant additional risks. Debris and rocks must also 
be screened out, removed and further managed prior to thermal desorption of the screened 
residuals. Other soils, containing the highest levels of PCB and VOC contamination and mixed 
with debris, will have to be excavated and transported for off-site disposal, creating additional 
risk to the local community and on-site workers. Further, EPA's proposal to run its thermal 
desorption operation only during daylight hours is unrealistic given that part-time operation of 
the thermal equipment will significantly impair its efficiency and greatly extend the duration of 
the thermal operation. 

EPA's Proposed Plan ignores the available information about the Site and about the technology 
of thermal desorption ~ much of which EPA itself has gathered or published. Although EPA 
claims that thennal desorption is a "treatment" remedy, that is not the case. As EPA explicitly 
recognized in its 1997 guidance, "[t]hermal desorption is a physical separation process, not a 
destiTJCtion technology" (USEPA, 1997). Presumably, after completing theiTnal desoiption of 
contaminated soils at the Site, the remedial action will include steps to dispose of or destroy the 
PCBs which have been separated from those soils. The Proposed Plan, however, fails to identify 
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what will happen to the separated PCBs or to discuss the risks and costs associated with the 
ultimate treatment of the PCBs. 

Also troubling is EPA's estimate of the cost of thermal desorption at the Site. Specifically, in the 
0U2 Feasibility Study on which EPA bases its Proposed Plan, EPA utilizes a unit cost for 
thermal desorption of SI 01 per ton (it is noted that EPA did not provide documentation for this 
unit cost). Significantly, EPA itself has acknowledged that thermal desorption is less efficient 
and substantially more expensive when PCB soils are involved (USEPA, 2001). Indeed, at other 
Superfund sites where EPA has utilized thermal desorption, the treatment cost per ton has been 
significantly higher than EPA's assumed $101 per ton — higher by a factor of up to 400%. 

In the end, EPA's Proposed Plan will result in an 0U2 remedy that is likely to take six or more 
years to implement; is likely to cost in the range of $90 million; and will be extremely difficult to 
implement without enormous delays in time, increases in risk to the local community, and 
significant noise and odor problems. In marked contrast to the remedy EPA proposes, at least 
two ahemative remedies which will also be protective of health and the environment, are 
permanent, will be easier and faster to implement, and are substantially less expensive, were 
overlooked by EPA. The first altemative remedy is the one proposed by the HIPG to the 
National Remedy Review Board (the "NRRB") in a letter dated July 16, 2003. That remedy had 
the following elements: 

e Excavation and off-site disposal of principal threat material, including the material within 
the capacitor/debris disposal area which represents the primary source of principal threat 
material (both PCBs and VOCs). 

e Redevelopment capping for all other soils using the hardscape and soil (vegetative) cover 
to be installed as part of the Site redevelopment. 

The second altemative remedy, which is described in greater detail in Section 111 of this 
document, is based on solidification and stabilization and has the following elements: 

• Targeted excavation and off-site disposal of principal threat material within the capacitor 
disposal area, which constitutes the primary source of principal threat materia! (both in 
terms of PCBs and VOCs). 

• Separation of debris from those soils in other areas of the Site having contaminant 
concentrations constituting principal threats. Soils generated from the debris separation 
process will be placed back in the treatment area, and the separated debris will be 
segregated and disposed of off-site. 

• Treatment by means of in-situ solidification/stabilization (S/S) of soils having 
contaminant concentrations constituting principal threats. In areas where principal threat 
levels are hmited to the shallow soils or cannot otherwise be treated in-situ (e.g., 
floodplain soils), these surface soils will be consolidated on-site into the larger area(s) 
which are subject to treatment. In addition, soils in designated clean utility corridors for 
purposes of Site redevelopment will be removed and consolidated prior to treatment. 

-2-
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Redevelopment capping for all other soils using the hardscape and soil (vegetative) cover 
to be installed as part of the Site redevelopment. 

The Hamilton Industrial Park PRP Group, consisting of Comell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. and 
Dana Corporation, submits these comments documenting (1) that EPA's Proposed Plan 
recommends a remedial altemative for 0U2 which does not comply with the standards of the 
NCP and EPA's guidances, and (2) that EPA has overlooked the most appropriate remedial 
actions for 0U2. 

In order to provide an expert review of EPA's Proposed Plan, the HIPG retained the Battelle 
Memorial Institute (Battelle) and de maximis. inc. (de maximis), which together have substantial 
field experience designing and implementing all of the remedial technologies evaluated by EPA 
in the 0U2 Feasibility Study. Based on a careful review the Site-specific data and consideration 
of the experience with these technologies, the evaluation conducted by Battelle and de maximis 
has raised serious concerns. It has also lead the HIPG to recommend altemative remedies which 
bener meet the EPA's own remedy selection criteria. The specific comments on EPA's 
Proposed Plan are provided in Section II. A discussion of the HIPG's recommended altematives 
is provided in Sections 111 and IV. Finally, Section V incorporates the HIPG's prior comments to 
EPA on EPA's proposed remedial action objectives, including characterization of principal threat 
material for 0U2. 
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II. Evaluation of EPA's Preferred Remedy 

A. Oven'iew of Comments on the EPA's Proposed Plan 

EPA's proposed "Low Temperature Thermal Desorption" (LTTD) based remedy is neither 
low temperature nor complete treatment, understates potential costs and environmental and 
health risks, and overstates the likely implementability of the Preferred Remedy. 

The remedy recommended in EPA's Proposed Plan is inconectly characterized as a low 
temperature treatment system and based on the characteristics of the contaminants to be treated 
will in fact require high temperature treatment. In addition, EPA's stated intent to have the 
system operate on a cyclic basis, i.e. only 8-10 hours per day to address community concems, 
will create enormous implementability problems and will make it difficult to achieve necessary 
operational efficiencies in the desorption equipment and the associated pollution control 
equipment. These implementability issues, coupled with the specific challenges at the Site -
most importantly EPA's decision to treat by means of desorption the highest levels of 
contaminants which it recognizes will be least likely to desorb effectively or will present 
significant handling issues - increases the potential risks to workers and the community, 
including the potential formation and/or release of dioxins, fiirans and other hazardous 
constituents. 

Additionally, thennal desorption will cost far more than assumed by EPA. If EPA used the 
theimal desorption unit treatment cost reported by EPA for other National Priority List (NPL) 
Sites where PCBs have been treated, the cost for the Prefened Altemative would increase by 
more than $25 million. Moreover, the time period for completion of thennal desoiption-based 
remedy is likely to be significantly longer than that estimated in the Proposed Plan, further 
increasing the estimated costs. 

Some of the principal concems with the Proposed Plan are: 

e Genuinely "low" temperature thermal desorption will not work at the Site. Thennal 
desoiption (TD) is typically assumed to occur between 200-1,000 °F. While the break 
point between "low" and "high" is not defined by EPA, "low temperature" is generally 
considered to range from 200-600 °F (appropriate for petroleum hydrocarbons and 
VOCs), with "high temperature" occurring between 600-1,000 °F (appropriate for PAHs, 
PCBs and pesticides). The PCBs at the Site have boiling points ranging from 689-734 °F 
for Aroclor 1254, and from 725-788 °F for Aroclor 1260, which would suggest a 
reasonable minimum target treatment temperature of 800 °F. This is clearly at the "high" 
end of the temperature range, thereby constituting high temperature thermal desoiption 
(HTTD). 

• Higher temperature thermal desorption is likely to generate more toxic hazardous 
substances, since dioxins and furans are formed when PCBs and particulates are 
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^ ^ P maintained in the 400-650°F temperature range. This will occur if soils and/or treatment 
^ ^ residuals are inadequately or unevenly heated/cooled. 

• Contrary to EPA's assertion, the Proposed Plan does not result in complete "treatment as 
a principal element". Thermal desorption ("TD") is a separation remedy: it is not a 
destmction technology. Thermal desorption simply uses heat to evaporate and separate 
the PCBs from soils. The off-gassed PCBs must then either be condensed and 
incinerated off-site, or be incinerated on-site in a secondary combustion chamber attached 
to the TD. EPA's Proposed Plan does not state how EPA intends to handle the 
condensed PCBs. To the extent that the Proposed Plan contemplates on-site incineration 
of the condensed PCBs, EPA has not addressed either the delay in obtaining the 
necessary permit equivalency under the Toxic Substances Control Act or the impact to 
the local community of having such an incineration facility at the Site with its 
concomitant problems of particulate control and the troubling risk that treatment residuals 
(e.g. furans and dioxins) from incineration will be more toxic than the original waste. To 
the extent that the Proposed Plan contemplates off-site incineration, EPA has not 
addressed the costs and risks associated with the handling, transportation, and off-site 
incineration of the condensed PCB liquids. 

e The 0U2 Feasibility Study recognizes that much of the highly contaminated and, 
therefore, highest risk soils are not likely to be suitable for TD because of debris mixed in 
the soils. Thus, EPA's Proposed Plan assumes that approximately one-half of the 
107,000 cubic yards of principal threat soils, i.e. 53,500 cubic yards, will not go into the 
thermal unit, but instead will be transported off-site through the South Plainfield 
community. This approach is inconsistent with EPA's recognition that excavation and 
transportation off-site of such a large volume of soil presents high short-term risks (see 
the Pioposed Plan at page 19). 

Thennal Desoiption poses significant implementability problems at the Site. First, 
EPA's proposal to limit operation of the thennal desorption system to daylight hours is 
unrealistic. Thennal desorption equipment and its associated pollution control equipment 
are designed to run efficiently on an around-the-clock basis. To stop and start the system 
every day would grossly impair the system efficiency and add years to the duration of thc 
operation. Second, the debris mixed in with the contaminated soils will limit the soils 
which can actually be put into a thermal desorption system. Third, EPA has not fiilly 
addressed the significant noise and odors which will be caused by the operation ofa 
thermal desorption system, particularly since it is likely that the system will have to be 
operated on a 24 hour basis. 

EPA has not fairiy estimated the likely cost ofa thennal desorption system at the Site. 
EPA's characterization of LTTD, combined with excavation, as being "cost effective ... 
[with] a comparable cost to other altematives" is not accurate in light of EPA's own 
reported costs for TD at other PCB-contaminated NPL Sites, as well as the complexities 
specifically affecting the Site. EPA uses a TD treatment cost of $101 per ton when 
EPA's experience at other Superfund sites involving PCB contaminated soils is 
significantly higher. Such circumstances would add $25 million or more when 
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appropriate allowances for expected Site-specific issues are taken into account (see also 
Section II.D and Appendix A of these comments). This cost differential could be 
significantly higher if the thermal operation is in fact limited to 10 hours per day, or if 
additional handling or treatment of thermal treatment residuals is required. 

e EPA's Proposed Plan inconectly characterizes the ability of thermal desorption to "allow 
the property to be used for the reasonably-anticipated future land use" (see the Proposed 
Plan at page 21). Assuming that EPA only uses the thermal desorption unit 8 to 10 hours 
per day as described in the Proposed Plan, and no operating problems are encountered, 
the actual TD portion of the Site remedy will take at least 2.8 years. Coupled with the 
detailed design and performance testing associated with the TD process, the earliest date 
that the Site could be ready for redevelopment would be at least 6 years in the future 
using EPA's 20 tons per hour throughput rate, with a more likely remedy completion date 
in excess of 10 years when more realistic treatment throughput scenarios are used. 
However, even this schedule is optimistic, since EPA's proposed operating scenario is 
precisely the mode of operation that is most likely to create mechanical problems with the 
TD system. 

The specific comments on EPA's Proposed Plan are provided below. 

B. Thermal Desorption of On-Site Soils Requires Higher Temperatures I han Indicated in 
the Proposed Plan; is Not "Treatment" of PCBs Under the NCP; and Poses Significant 
Implementabilit}' Risks and Challenges 

EPA has inconectly identified the thermal desorption technology that applies to the Site as 
being "low temperature". In point of fact, the proposed use of low temperature, rather than high 
temperature thermal desorption for portions of the PCB and chlorinated VOC-impacted soils 
would not achieve the remedial goals articulated in the Proposed Plan. 

Thennal desorption is a process through which contaminants typically are heated to a 
temperature exceeding their respective boiling points; this process physically separates or 
"desorbs" contaminants from the soil. The process is generally broken down into two types of 
remedial technologies: low temperature thennal desorption (LTTD) and high temperature 
themial desorption (HTTD). According to the Federal Remedial Technologies Roundtable 
(FRTR)', Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix and Refrrence Guide, Version 4.0^, a 
group in which EPA participates, it is high temperature desorption, not low temperature, that is 
the relevant thermal desorption technology for high molecular weight PCBs such as those found 
at the Site. LTTD typically only heats contaminated media to temperatures ranging from 200° F 
to 600° F and is used most often for remediating petroleum hydrocarbon contamination and other 
contaminants having lower boiling points. 

' The Federal Remediation Technology Roundtable (FRTR) was established in 1991 as an interagency committee to 
exchange information and to provide a forum for joint action regarding the development and demonstration of 
innovative technologies for hazardous waste remediation. 

* See http://www.frtr.gov/ matrix2/section4/4-26.html. 
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Sites using thermal desorption to address PCB-contaminated soils generally employ significantly 
higher temperatiires than those typically characterized as "low temperature". In fact, most sites 
contaminated by higher molecular weight compounds employed temperatures generally ranging 
from 600° F to 1,000° F. Unfortunately, EPA does not appear to have adequately considered the 
conditions specific to this Site, notably the fact the PCBs at the Site have boiling points ranging 
from 689-734 °F for Aroclor 1254, and from 725-788 °F for Aroclor 1260. Such boiling points 
for the site-specific contaminants would suggest a reasonable minimum target treatment 
temperamre of 800 °F, clearly at the "high" end of the temperature range. 

Treatment of off-gases differs significantly from LTTD to HTTD, in that the off-gassed 
hydrocarbons and VOCs from the LTTD process can be readily treated by catalytic or thermal 
oxidation. On the other hand, as TD simply uses heat to evaporate and separate the PCBs from 
the soils, the off-gassed PCBs must then either be condensed and transported off-site for 
incineration or incinerated on-Site in a secondary combustion chamber attached to the TD. On-
Site incineration of off-gassed PCBs will require a "trial bum" to demonstrate the required 
99.9999% Destruction/Removal Efficiency for PCBs specified under the Toxic Substances 
Control Act. Combustion temperatures of approximately 2,200 °F for greater than a 2 second 
residence time are required to meet this requirement. This demonstration typically presents up to 
a year delay in remedy implementation due to permit equivalency issues. 

Finally, and of significant concem from the perspective of public health and perception, there is 
a real risk that thermal desorption will create treatment residuals more toxic than the original 
waste. Unlike the case with non-thermal technologies, TD must be carefiilly and effectively 
managed so as not to create dioxins and furans, which are formed when PCBs and particulates 
are maintained in the 400-650°F temperature range, such as (1) when TD units have a bag house 
after the primary or desorption chamber; or (2) when heat transfer surfaces (such as boilers or 
heat exchangers) are present. As previously noted, TD units using olT-gas incineration must use 
some form of bag house for particulate control, and those using condensation must have heat , 
exchangers to cool the gases. 

These concems about the limitations of LTTD arise from the experience at other NPL sites, 
including Outboard Marine Corporation, ReSolve, Wide Beach Development and the Industrial 
Latex Sites. In addition, thermal desorption of PCBs was considered and then abandoned due to 
insufficient soil characterization and inefficient treatment at the Universal Oil Products Site and 
the Caldwell Trucking Site. 

Since neither the 0U2 Feasibility Study nor the Proposed Plan suggest that HTTD was analyzed 
or considered as appropriate for this Site, EPA at a minimum has an obligation to clarify the 
proposed technology and reissue the Proposed Plan for pubhc comment. If EPA plans to pursue 
a HTTD remedy, the members of the pubhc must be informed of the implications of high-
temperature treatment and be afforded the opportunity to express their views on an informed 
basis. In the end, though, neither LTTD nor HTTD are appropriate for use at the Site, because 
both technologies present health and environmental pollution risks and implementability 
concems that are not presented by other, more cost-effective technologies. 
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1. L TTD is not a complete "treatment technology " 
The Proposed Plan's selection of LTTD as a prefened remedy because it is a "treatment 
technology" for PCBs is misleading. EPA inconectly describes LTTD as a process 
"whereby contaminants are typically destroyed" (see the Proposed Plan at page 14). This 
is inaccurate. LTTD is not a destmction technology; rather it is a transfer technology 
which concentrates the contamination in other media. As explicitly recognized in EPA's 
own guidance, "[tjhermal desorption is a physical separation process, not a destmction 
technology" (USEPA, 1997). 

For tme destruction and thus complete treatment of PCBs to occur, incineration is 
required. Since TD does not destroy the PCBs and only separates them from the soils, 
there must also be a plan for managing the residuals. Such a plan, which is not described 
in EPA's Proposed Plan, may involve either shipping concentrated PCB residuals off-site 
in tanker tmcks or destroying them in an on-site incineration unit. Once again the 
absence of information about EPA's intention with respect to the separated PCBs renders 
the public notice provision of the Proposed Plan (as required by the NCP) to be 
inadequate. 

Each of the potential residuals management options poses distinct risks to both on-site 
workers and the sunounding community which have not been adequately disclosed or 
addressed in either the 0U2 Feasibility Study or the Proposed Plan. In addition, if EPA 
plans to use either high temperature TD (since LTTD is unlikely to work as noted above) 
or thennal oxidation to destroy the TD treatment residuals, the cost, time delay, and 
potential public concem implications must be addressed. 

2. The 0V2 Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan Do Not Provide a Supportable Basis 
for Determining that Thermal Desorption Will Work at this Site. 
Without the benefit of treatability studies,^ EPA has chosen to apply a technology to 
precisely the type of soils that it recognizes are most difficult to effectively treat by 
means of thermal desorption. EPA recognizes that LTTD cannot cost-effectively treat 
soils having high PCB and VOC concentrations, significant variability in panicle size, 
nor soil with a significant volume of debris or rocks greater than 2" diameter (see the 
Proposed Plan at page 14). These are precisely the types of conditions that EPA has 
identified as affecting the principal threat soils at the Hamilton Industrial Park Site. 

a) Site specific media impediments to thermal desorption 
Based on the information known about contaminated soils at the Site, particularly 
principal threat soils, thermal desorption will plainly meet with considerable 

EPA has engaged in no treatability testing for thermal desorption at this Site, despite its own guidance stating that 
such testing "is often used at the remedy screening level to provide a quick and relatively inexpensive indication 
of the appropriateness of TD as a remedial technology." Engineering Forum Issue Paper: Thermal Desorption 
Implementation Issues (USEPA, 1997), and "Remedy selection studies yield data that verify that the technology 
can meet expected cleanup goals, provide information in support of the detailed analysis of altematives. and give 
indications of optimal operating conditions." Guide for Conducting Treatahility Studies under CERCLA: 
Tliermal De.iorption Remedy Selection, Interim Guidance " (USEPA, 1992). 
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impediments. For example, EPA knows that the principal threat soils contain very 
high concentrations of PCBs and are mixed with debris. These are exactly the 
conditions which are known to cause operational difficulties for thermal desorption. 

EPA's technology roundtable organization, FRTR, has identified several conditions 
which limit the effective use of thermal desorption: 

e Specific particle size and materials handling requirements can impact 
applicability or cost at specific sites. 

• Dewatering may be necessary to achieve acceptable soil moismre content 
levels. 

• Highly abrasive or oversize feed can damage the processor unit. 
• Heavy metals in the feed may produce a treated solid residue that requires 

stabilization. 
• Clay and silty soils and high humic content soils increase reaction time as a 

resuh of binding of contaminants. 

Several of these limiting conditions described by FRTR are present at the Site. 

The Hamilton Industrial Park Site has been used as an industrial and/or commercial 
site for about 70 years, resulting in significant non-soil materials being incorporated 
into the ground at the Site. Indeed, EPA describes Site soils as largely man-made fill, 
consisting primarily of cinders, ash brick, glass, metal, slag, and wood fragments (see 
the Proposed Plan at page 4). Almost all thermal desorption systems are designed to 
accept materials no larger than 1 to 2 inches in diameter in order to provide adequate 
heating (and treatment) and to protect the TD equipment (particularly feed or 
treatment augers). Thus, most, if not all, of the soil at the Site must be screened, 
adding a costly step to the remedy and increasing the risk of exposure to workers and 
the neighboring community. 

EPA reports that at one site the volume of soil remaining after processing soil for TD 
treatment was roughly 2/3 of that originally estimated because of the significant 
amounts of oversized material removed (USEPA, 1997). Oversized material which is 
screened will then need to be decontaminated and disposed off-site, or otherwise 
managed. It is quite likely that only a fraction of the excavated materials will be of 
sufficient size to go through the thermal desorption unit at the Site, with the 
remainder to be trucked off-site for fiirther treatment and disposal. 

Even after the soil at the Site has been screened, native soils that pass the screening 
test are still not likely to be appropriate for thermal desorption. Soils having a high 
proportion of sand and gravel are far easier to handle and treat than the finer silts, 
silty sands, ash, and fill encountered at the Site during the 0U2 Remedial 
Investigation (see the Proposed Plan at Page 4 and the test pit records provided in the 
0U2 Remedial Investigation Report). In addition, the fill materials in the area 
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targeted for treatment may include diatomaceous earth which was used on-Site'' (see 
Page 1-3 of the 0U2 Remedial Investigation Report). Moreover, when soil moisture 
content is higher than 20%, thermal desorption costs increase, fuel usage (and air 
emissions) increase, and treatment throughput is reduced. Given the perched water 
encountered at the Site and overburden soils described as dry to saturated, the 
moisture content of certain Site soils may well prove problematic. Unfortunately, the 
soil moisture data were not interpreted in the 0U2 Feasibihty Study to evaluate this 
particular issue. 

Heavy metals such as arsenic and lead have been identified in the soils at this Site. 
The Proposed Plan describes elevated concentrations of 23 different metals, with 
arsenic and lead detected at maximum concentrations of 1,060 mg/kg and 52,600 
mg/kg, respectively. If off-gas incineration is chosen, then the arsenic and other 
metals will be transfened to and concentrated in the bag house particulate media, 
which will, in tum, require fijrther treatment or off-site disposal to render it safe. 
Also, if the total or leachable concentrations of metals in the thermally-treated soils 
exceed regulatory limits, EPA's proposal of simply backfilling the treated soils will 
not be an option unless stabilization/soHdification is also performed. As discussed in 
the next section, to the extent that solidification/stabilization will be utilized, there is 
no justification for starting with thermal desorption. Solidification/stabilization can 
address all of the contaminants of concern and is available as a more cost-effective 
and equally protective alternate remedy (see Section 111 of these comments). 

b) Technologj' impediments to thermal desorption 

EPA has not identified the specific type of thermal technology that it anticipates will 
be used at the Site. However, the selection ofa specific theimal desorption 
technology will have a significant impact on implementability issues. At the 
Hamilton Industrial Park Site, EPA's 0U2 Remedial Investigation reveals the 
presence of higher molecular weight PCBs that have boiling point temperatures 
ranging from 689-734 °F for Aroclor 1254, and from 725-788 °F for Aroclor 1260, 
which would suggest a reasonable minimum target treatment temperature of 800 °F, 
before they will desorb from the Site soils. This consideration, in tum, controls the 
type of thennal desorption equipment that may be effectively used at the Site. 

The most likely candidate technologies include indirect fired thermal desorption units 
with PCB off-gas condensation or direct-fired thermal desorption units with off-gas 
incineration - each of which presents its own implementability issues. For example, 
if off-gassed PCBs are treated with on-site incineration, then Agency approval of the 
implementation will require a "trial bum" under the Toxic Substances Control Act 
This process can cause up to a one year delay in implementation due to permit 
equivalency issues. Indirect fired units, while not subject to a TSCA trial bum, are 
less available in the marketplace and typically have lower throughput rates (i.e., less 

* Diatomaceous earth is a naturally occurring mineral derived from microscopic size fossilized remains of marine 
diatoms. It has high absorption capacity and low bulk density, which means these materials can be both 
substantially contaminated and become readily airborne. 
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than 10 tons per hour). This limited throughput could more than double the duration 
of treatment. Moreover, it is questionable whether a contractor for such a system 
could be found, given the duration of the operation and the restricted operating hours. 

No matter what technology is chosen, EPA's commitment to operate the TD system 
only 8-10 hours per day will undercut the reliability of both the TD machinery and 
the associated air pollution control equipment. It is well known that TD units mn 
most effectively when they operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. For example, 
EPA's Cost and Performance Report for the Wide Beach Development Site notes "At 
Wide Beach, the ATP unit was operated continuously (24 hours a day and 7 days a 
week)i excluding system down time to repair the mechanical problems discussed 
below (approximately two months [out of twelve months total operation]) and to 
perform routine maintenance (approximately three days per month)." Thermal 
desorption and air pollution control systems are designed to be brought up to 
operating temperatures, and then to maintain stable temperatures during operation. 
Contractors offering LTTD services typically prefer to operate 24 hours/7 days a 
week to maintain optimum soil and off-gas treatment and to maximize throughput 
(and minimize costs). Limiting work to daylight hours as suggested in the Proposed 
Plan would cause excessive thermal cycling, which could well resuh in equipment 
failure and significant downtime. This is particularly pertinent to the large rotating 
kiln type units used in direct-fired, higher throughput operations. 

Moreover, even if thermal treatment could practically be operated for only 8 hours 
per day as EPA suggests, it could not be performed for the unit costs incorporated 
into the Proposed Plan's cost estimate. Discussions with treatment vendors indicate 
that while the smaller, indirect fired units are less subject to start/stop upsets, their 
costs would significantly increase if work hours were limited. A longer duration 
project would obviously also increase oversight, management, administration, 
monitoring and public coordination costs, and delay the redevelopment of the Site. , 

Cyclic operation of desoiption units also impacts the effectiveness of air emission 
pollution control technologies. Such technologies are necessary at the Site to manage 
the increased risk presented by the possible creation of dioxins and fiirans, as well as 
emissions associated with other uncombusted contaminants in soils such as metals. 
As previously discussed, when PCBs and PCB-containing particulates are maintained 
in 400-650°F temperature range, dioxins and fiirans are formed; these conditions are 
more likely to occur during system start-up and shut-down, which, under EPA's 
operational approach, would take place daily. Also, EPA itself recognizes that 
operating the thermal desorption unit in a way that increases heat transfer to the 
contaminated soil (such as during direct-fired heating) "usually increases carryover of 
dust to the [air pollution control equipment] and creates problems. For example, off-
gas may bum holes in the baghouse filter media, and cause the induction fan to fail. 
The holes would allow particulate matter to pass through the bag walls and clog the 
carbon adsorption bed. The bed would then have to be regenerated more often during 
the clean-up process" (USEPA, 1997). By limiting operation of the TD unit to 8 to 
10 hours per day, EPA increases the Hkelihood that such failures will occur, thereby 
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creating new risks for the local community. 

Finally, it is important to note that TD units can generate significant quantities of 
dust. For example, at the Navy's Pubhc Works Center in Guam, almost one third of 
the feed soil mass after thermal desorption was collected as "dust" in the cyclone and 
baghouse. To address this dust issue, some vendors have started using auger- or 
screw-type reactors, instead of rotary kihis. However, it is difficult to raise the 
temperature of the soil beyond about 350 °C, or 662 °F, in auger reactors, and 
vendors who use higher temperatures often use an auger reactor and a rotary kiln in 
series, thus expanding the size of the treatment system and the complexity of the 
operation. 

Because desorption of the higher chlorinated PCB Aroclors found at the Site will 
require operating temperatures greater than 800 °F, auger-type, indirect fired LTTD 
will not be effective in removing much of the Site contaminants. Therefore, dust 
loaded with high concentrations of PCBs and dioxins is very likely to be a persistent 
problem if TD is used at the Hamilton Industrial Park Site. Ahhough some vendors 
have tried to overcome this problem by recirculating the dust collected in the cyclone 
and baghouse back into the kiln, it is likely that the growing proportion of fines (i.e., 
small particles) in the system will reduce its efficiency. Such engineering issues 
hamper the effectiveness of on-site thermal treatment and highlight the critical 
importance of EPA's having failed to follow its own advice and conduct a pilot scale 
test of thermal desorption before selecting it as the prefened remedy for the Site. 

c) Regulatory impediments to thermal desorption 
As previously noted, EPA fails to evaluate or identify a specific TD system in the 
0U2 Feasibility Study. Instead, the Proposed Plan states that contaminants will be 
"destroyed in a combustion chamber", and the Feasibility Study states that potential, 
off-gas treatment may include a combustion chamber or catalytic oxidizer. Many 
types of thennal desorption systems are recognized as RCRA-regulated incinerators, 
such as systems that vaporize and then bum organic contaminants or operate at high 
temperatures or are equipped with afterburners (USEPA, 1997). Such systems must 
comply with the RCRA subpart 0 incinerator emission requirements rather than the 
RCRA subpart X requirements for thermal desorbers, a process which will add 
substantial permit equivalency time and increased cost to the project. The RCRA 
subpart O incinerator requirements would apply to a system where PCBs are 
"destroyed in a combustion chamber." On a typical thermal desorption project, the 
requisite testing, data analysis, reporting and review by federal and state regulatory 
agencies can last as long as one year. Public pressure has caused some states to 
refijse to permit PCB incinerators of any type. In part, this issue has led to the 
development of the indirect-fired and condensation type systems. Some indirect-fired 
systems have already obtained national TSCA permits. However, as noted above, 
these indirect-fired systems have less than one-half the treatment throughput assumed 
by EPA in the Proposed Plan. 
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C. EPA Has Not Adequately Explained To The Public The Human Health and 
Environmental Pollution Risks Associated with Thermal Desorption 

Given the unique and site-specific risks that are often presented by the use of ex-situ thermal 
desorption at Superfund sites, govemmental groups, including the EPA, FRTR, and the Agency 
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), have repeatedly cautioned regarding the 
risks posed in using this technology. ATSDR explicitly cautions that more information is needed 
prior to selecting thermal desorption near residential areas: "When EPA is conducting the 
feasibility study, if the site is sunounded by residential areas, modehng should be used to 
detennine whether thermal treatment is a preferable technology for cleanup at that particular 
site" (ATSDR, 2002). According to ATSDR, such air modeling data should be presented to the 
public in advance and should include 5 years of meteorological data, topography, and land use 
criteria so the public can understand potential pubhc exposure. 

During the public meeting held by EPA to present the Proposed Plan, the community expressed 
its clear concem about potential airborne and other exposures relating to the Site remedial 
activities. However, EPA did not present any modeling data, nor did it describe the risks 
associated with thermal desoiption that are not present in the other remedial technologies 
considered in the 0U2 Feasibility Study. As described earher, public disclosure of and 
discussion regarding the unique risks associated with thennal desorption should occur prior to 
remedy selection so that there can be informed public discourse on this issue. At sites where 
such disclosure and discussion has not occuned, public opposition has understandably grown as 
more infonnation regarding the thennal remedy has become available, and this, in tum, has led 
to costly delays and after-the-fact remedy modifications. 

The foUowing summarizes the potential health and environmental risks presented by using 
themial desorption at this Site. 

1. Creation of dioxins and furans presents significant risk 
Unlike any of the other remedial technologies considered by EPA in the 0U2 Feasibility 
Study, thennal desorption presents an entirely new set of risks not only to the workers, 
but to the sunounding community, through creation of new toxins and other pollutant 
emissions associated with increased energy usage. For example, the ATSDR notes that 
theimal desorption units can emit polychlorinated dibenzo dioxins (dioxins or PCDDs) 
and polychlorinated dibenzo furans (furans or PCDFs) in the stack emissions of PCB and 
RCRA thermal desorption facilities and incinerators (ATSDR, 2002). 

The risk of creation and release of these dioxins and furans is greatest when the gas 
temperature or downstream surfaces are in the range of 400-650°F. The existence of 
chlorinated organics in soil also increases the risks for dioxins and furans to exist (ITRC, 
1998). Both of these circumstances are certain to exist at this Site if TD is implemented. 
Chlorinated dioxins and furans are formed when PCBs and particulates are maintained in 
the 400°F-650°F temperature range, which typically occurs (a) when thermal treatment 
units treating soils have a bag house after the primary or desoiption chamber or (b) when 
heat transfer surfaces (such as boilers or heat exchangers) are present, thus allowing the 
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deposition of particulates on surfaces where cooling can occur. In addition, dioxins and 
furans already present in site soils will Ukely be concentrated in the dust emitted from the 
TD unit, further complicating the off-gas control issues. 

While there is much debate in the scientific community regarding the toxicity and 
carcinogenicity of chlorinated dioxins and fiirans, the potential release of these 
compounds during treatment has caused significant concems and delays at other 
CERCLA sites. Even where laboratory studies have shown successful desorption of 
various compounds, actual field applications have presented significant engineering 
difficulties, leading to creation of additional risk. For example, at the Navy's Pubhc 
Works Center in Guam, much of the PCB contamination was transfened during thermal 
treatment from the bulk soil to the fine particulates (dust) collected in the air pollution 
control train (NFESC, 1998). Treannent ofa feed soil containing averaging 1,360 ppm 
of PCBs resulted in dust contaminated with as much as 109,331 mg/kg of PCBs in the 
cyclone and baghouse, and almost one third of the feed soil mass was collected as "dust". 
Equally important, elevated concentrations of dioxins were discovered in the dust. 
Although trace amounts of dioxins already present in the soil could account for some of 
the recovered dioxin mass, uncertainty was created by the fact that 25% of the initial PCB 
mass was unaccounted for during the treatment. The disposal of this much dust would be 
a challenge, and, in some cases, might result in a waste stream with underlying hazardous 
constituents (e.g., dioxin) at levels prohibiting land disposal under RCRA. 

ATSDR states that "[a]n important key to preventing public exposure to hazardous 
emissions is to have a well-operated thermal treatment facility" (ATSDR, 2002). To 
accomplish this, the agency recommends maintaining stable operating conditions to 
minimize emissions. However, by cycling the thermal desorption unit in order to operate 
it only 8-10 hours per day, EPA cannot maintain the type of stable operating conditions 
necessaiy to meet ATSDR's objectives, ^nd thus presents the nearby community with 
increased risk of short-term emissions exposure. 

2. Thermal technology creates additional worker and off-site hazards. 
The FRTR has identified several significant, unique hazards associated with thermal 
desorption, particularly for on-site workers and nearby residents and businesses, 
including "elevated noise levels in the work area due to the operation of air blowers, 
pumps, and the ignition of ftiels ... that] may interfere with safe and effective 
communications." Other potential physical and chemical hazards unique to thennal 
desorption include possible fu-e or explosion, electrocution, thennal bums, infrared 
radiation hazards, and exposure to airbome toxins from incomplete combustion or energy 
use^ 

ATSDR articulates similar concems for both worker and off-site exposure. Specifically, 
if the technology does not effectively decontaminate the solid waste on the first pass 
through the unit, worker exposure to contaminants could be increased. This would 

See htlp://www.frtr.aov/matrix2/health safety/chapter 23.html. 
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especially apply if workers handle the partially treated waste as if it were clean prior to 
receiving the waste analysis. Additionally, the reprocessing and additional handling of 
partially treated solid wastes can also increase off-site exposure due to the greater 
potential for fugitive emissions (ATSDR, 2002). As discussed above, operating an ex-
situ thermal desorption system on a cyclic basis for 8-10 hours per day where the 
temperature and soil constituents have not been appropriately characterized will present 
an almost certain need for re-treatment and thus trigger the risks flagged by ATSDR. 

VOC-handling also presents significant concems with LTTD. ATSDR wams that VOCs 
may be emitted as fugitive emissions and cause acute health problems for people off-site, 
and that explosions can occur when VOCs are treated (ATSDR, 2002). 

3. Significant noise and odor problems are presented by thermal desorption. 
EPA guidance recognizes that ex-situ thermal desorption "has the potential for generation 
of nuisance odors and dust, as well as other more serious emissions resulting from on-site 
excavation." (USEPA, 1997). This problem is exacerbated at this Site due to the need for 
total excavation, screening and handling of more than 100,000 cubic yards of 
significantly contaminated media. This cautionary guidance is supported by experiences 
such as that at the Universal Oil Products Superfund Site in New Jersey (EPAyESD/R02-
99/122 1999) where a Record of Decision was signed in 1993 for thennal treatment of 
PCB contaminated soil. In 1997, the thermal treatment operation had to be dismantled 
because cleanup goals could not be met efficiently due to operational problems and 
because workers from an adjacent site complained about odors from the thermal 
operation. 

In addition, most thermal desorption systems produce high decibel-noise levels, resulting 
in excessive noise in the sunounding community. According to the 2001 Technology 
Safety Data Sheet: Thermal Desorption prepared by the National Environmental 
Education and Training Center, Inc., "[i]nstallatioB of gas treatment and dryer equipmenj 
presents the following hazards: Noise exposure can occur during the setup and 
preparation of the dryer kiln and for work necessary to connect equipment for system 
operation" (NEETC, 2001). Additionally, "[e]xcavation of contaminated soils and pre
screening activities prior to introduction into thermal desorption system presents the 
following hazards: Noise levels could approach and exceed acceptable limits to workers 
especially around soil screen machine and hea\7 moving equipment." For example, at 
the McClellan AFB, Sacramento, Califomia, thermal desorption-related activities 
exhibited or generated elevated noise levels, with the highest recorded peak reading at 70 
dBA. By way of comparison, the South Plainfield's Noise Ordinance*^ provides that no 
person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit sound from any industrial, commercial 
operation or residential property which when measured at any residential property line is 
in excess of any of continuous airbome sound which has a level in excess of sixty-five 
(65) dBA from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m and continuous airbome sound which has a sound 
level in excess of fifty (50) dBA from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 

See hitp://www.nonoise.ort;/lawlib/cilies/nj/s plainfield.htm 
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4. Additional pollution from increased energy consumption. 
EPA stated the following in its responses to comments on the Proposed National 
Contingency Plan (FR 8720): 

One commenter stressed that the impact of the remedial action 
on natural resources must be assessed under this criterion ... 
EPA agrees that the impact of the remedial action must be . 
assessed and calls for this analysis under the short-term 
effectiveness criterion. 

Implementing LTTD will require the use of significant amounts of fossil fuels. For 
example, the FRTR "Cost and Performance Report - Thennal Desorption at the 
Industrial Latex Superfund Site, Wallington, New Jersey" reports a 40 million BTU per 
hour indirect heating rate during treatment of PCBs and VOCs in soils. Scaling to the 
80,250 tons to be treated at this Site at a 20 ton per hour production rate and allowing two 
hours per day for pre-heating would lead to approximately 5,000 hours of heating (see 
Appendix B). Converting from BTUs to natural gas leads to an estimate of 197 million 
cubic feet of natural gas to be bumed to generate the heat needed for theimal desorption. 
Combusting this quantity of natural gas will cause a localized release of greenhouse 
gases, particulates and other airbome pollutants to which the local residents would not 
otherwise be exposed. 

5. Other Risks 
The Proposed Plan assumes that the Prefened Altemative will require off-site 
transportation of 53,500 cubic yards of contan 'nated soil not treated with TD. At 1.5 
tons per cubic yard, and 20 tons per tmck-load this would equate to more than 8,000 
trips thî ough the local community by large dun o tmcks. The need to transport clean 
backfill to the Site would add more than anothe; 10,000 dump tmck trips through the 
community. Given this level of transportation a* dvity, the potential risks to the 
community associated with increased truck traffr must be afforded far greater 
consideration in the remedy selection. This is esj ecially tme in light of the sunounding 
neighborhood's sensitivity to traffic concems, wh ch was expressed during the Borough 
of South Plainfield's public meetings held to disci ss Site redevelopment. Moreover, the 
potential for tmck accidents and ensuing releases i f contaminated materials is not merely 
theoretical as was evidenced by an accident involv ng a tmck loaded with soil from the 
Tier 11 Removal Action while in route to the dispo:: J1 facility. The consequences of such 
an accident and ensuing release become even more >erious should tanker tmcks 
containing concentrated PCB liquid residuals from .tie thermal desorption process be 
involved. 

Notwithstanding the health ahd environmental risks 'niquely associated with thennal 
desorption, EPA asserts that thermal desorption provdes for greater long-term risk 
reduction in comparison with the other technologies {valuated. This assertion is directly 
contradicted by EPA's remedy selection for other PC 3 sites where EPA has rejected 
thermal desorption in favor of other approaches. The.e sites include the Scientific 
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Chemical Processing site in Carlstadt, New Jersey where EPA Region II concluded that 
the solidification-based remedy would be effective in the long-term, as it would reduce 
potential risks due to ingestion and dermal contact pathways and minimize any potential 
for contamination impacting groundwater. Similarly, at the York Oil, Co. Superfund Site 
in Moira NY, EPA Region 11 determined that: "Over the long-term, the on-site freatment 
options [including solidification and thermal treatment, among others] provide essentially 
equivalent protection to the local community". It is noteworthy that 
sohdification/stabilization and on-site disposal under an altemative cap of 35,700 tons of 
soils and sediments impacted by PCBs, VOCs, oil and metals were successfully 
implemented at the York Oil Site, rather than the contingent remedial altemative of 
LTTD. 

D. EPA's Proposed Plan Very Seriously Underestimates Both the Cost and Remediation 
Time Frame Associated with Using LTTD 

1. EPA's unit costs for LTTD are severely underestimated. 
Information provided with the 0U2 Feasibility Study indicates that the EPA assumed that 
the LTTD component of the remedy would cost approximately $101 per ton (or 
approximately $151 per ton if a 50% mark-up for indirect costs and contingency is 
included -"fully loaded rate"). Information available from the FRTR and EPA clearly 
indicates the experience in using TD for PCBs at CERCLA sites yields actual treatment 
costs that are much higher than the estimated t osts presented in the 0U2 Feasibility 
Study and Proposed Plan. 

For example, TD was utilized most recently at tl ^ Industrial Latex Site in Wallington, NJ 
where 53,685 cubic yards were treated for $15,7( 0,000, or $292 per cubic yard 
(assuming 1.5 tons per yard, this equates'to $195 ,oer ton as a fiilly loaded rate). 
Similarly, TD tî eatment costs for the Outboard M; rine Corporation Superfund Site were ^ 
$3,370,000 for 12,755 tons, or $265 per ton. It is n neworthy that vendor estimates for the 
Outboard Marine Site project ranged from $700,00 ) to $1,500,000 (which means that 
actual costs were more than double the estimated re: nedial costs). 

At one of the more independently documented field arojects. Navy's PWC Guam, the 
cost of thermally treating 7,700 tons of PCB-contaminated soil was estimated at $360/ton 
(NFESC, 1998). Finally, at the Wide Beach Superfu id Site, the fiilly loaded cost for TD 
of soils containing up to 5,000 ppm PCBs was compl ;ted at a cost of $379 per ton. Costs 
for TD treatment of PCB contaminated soils obtained from EPA's Remediation 
Technology Cost Compendium.- Year 2000 range fro n $162 to $548 per ton treated, 
including capital and operation"and maintenance costs (USEPA, 2001). 

Further understating EPA's estiinate of LTTD costs Wc J its decision to use a per ton 
estimate that did not include system set-up/trial bum, o.: system optimization. Nor did 
EPA attempt to incorporate its experience that TD costs associated with processing PCBs 
are significantly higher than costs of processing other ci ntaminants. In fact, EPA reports, 
but does not take into account in its TD cost estimates fc r the Site, that sites where PCBs 
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were present in the contaminated soil generally exhibited higher unit costs than projects 
where PCBs were not present. Further review indicates that, the types of emissions 
controls used for projects where PCBs are present differ substantially from those used for 
projects where PCBs are not present. The need for more protective emission controls is, 
of course, not surprising given the risk factors already discussed. For example, most of 
the projects where PCB contaminated soil was treated required the use of complex 
emissions control systems. Therefore, it was determined that projects involving PCB 
contaminated soil did not involve technologies having characteristics similar to those 
projects that did not involve PCBs, and that the costs for these two types of projects 
should be analyzed separately. 

A further substantial impact on cost is the proposed operating approach of 8 to 10 hours 
per day of treatment. This approach is inherently inefficient for a process such as LTTD 
that works best as a continuous process. Such inefficiencies significantly increase 
contractor costs, and these increases are not reflected in EPA's unit costs. 

The 0U2 Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan do not account for several other 
critical cost drivers. 
Other costs would be incuned during a TD remedy that must be considered to properly 
evaluate the likely cost of this altemative. These include: 

a) Costs associated with off-site incineration of condensed PCBs and/or spent carbon 
from air pollution control equipment are r ot accounted for in the 0U2 Feasibility 
Study or the Proposed Plan. Approximate! / 50,000 gallons of PCB oil were 
condensed during the Outboard Marine Sup ;rfund Site project. Implementation 
of thermal treatment with a condensation-be sed air pollution control technology 
could produce from up to 125,000 gallons oi' PCB oil (assuming 80,250 tons of 
soil are treated at an average contaminant locd of 10,000 ppm PCBs), or up to 28 
tanker tmcks (4,500 gallon capacity each), th,-1 would have to be transported for • 
off-site incineration. Similarly, thousands o^\ ounds of activated carbon used for 
vapor-phase polishing would also have to be ti' insported and incinerated off-site. 

b) Air monitoring, reporting and public coordinat: m costs are not explicitly 
identified in the 0U2 Feasibility Study or the P: oposed Plan. While LTTD has 
previously been conducted near residential area; prior experience at other Region 
II sites (such as the Fuhon Terminals Site in Fuli on, NY, where LTTD was 
conducted on a small site within the town) sugge ;ts that extensive monitoring and 
public communication is needed during remedy implementation. Failure to 
adequately address public concems can lead to pi] nificant project delays and 
adversely affect project ccKts. 

c) As previously noted, most thermal treatment vendi rs' cost proposals assume 
efficient operation of their equipment in order to n inimize time on site. EPA's 
assumed operations of only 8 to 10 hours per day vill result in significant cost 
increases. . ; 
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In addition, a review of NPL site remedial action case studies indicated that 
implementation of TD at other PCB sites has demonstrated that this technology is not 
always cost-effective, and it has had to be replaced by more effective altematives. 

> 

3. More realistic calculation of costs. 
As indicated above, the Proposed Plan' s estimated unit costs for LTTD of $ 101 per ton is 
significantly less than the documented experience at other PCB sites. Cost data from 
other projects indicate that thermal treatment of PCB soils could cost up to $500 per ton, 
an approxiinate 400% increase over the $101 per ton used in EPA's cost estimate. In 
addition, it is quite likely that the time to complete the thermal treatment will be much 
longer than the 2-3 year time line projected in the Proposed Plan. Even if a treatment 
system could operate at EPA's assumed throughput, just the thermal treatment of the soils 
would take 3 years. However, as discussed above, the TD that could be conceivably be 
operated under the Proposed Plan's constraints have only one-half the throughput 
assumed by EPA. Moreover, EPA's project time line does not include the design, 
constmction, testing and permitting steps in the process. Realistically accounting for (1) 
the likely duration of these essential process steps, and (2) the throughput limitations 
discussed above results in a project schedule that could easily exceed ten years. The 
longer duration of design, testing and implementation, of course, increases the 
transactional costs, including oversight, which are also not accounted for by EPA. 

In 1997, EPA predicted that costs for thermal processing would mn up to $380 per ton 
for PCB -contaminated soil (USEPA, 1997a). Adjusting the cost estimate for the 
Prefened Altemative using EPA's $379 per ton cost 'a unit cost also demonstrated at the 
Wide Beach Site by actual experience) and a time fi^.ne of 3 years of operation, the Total 
Present Worth Project Cost for this remedy is $86.8 m llion, almost $25 million more 
than $62 million estimate for EPA's Prefened Altema: ve' (see cost estimate details 
provided in Appendix A). Costs would iticrease even 1 irther if other appropriate Site-
specific contingencies were incorporated in the cost est nates. 

Since the Site-specific data reveals that TD will inevitab. •' have a higher unit cost then 
that estimated in the Proposed Plan and may well require idditional management of 
treatment residuals, we estimate that the Total Present Wi rth Project Cost using TD 
would almost certainly end up costing at least $87 millio. . 

Schedule problems posed by operating the thermal desory'ion unit for only 8 - 1 0 
hours per day. 
As shown on 0U2 Feasibility Study table B-5, EPA assume > that active LTTD operations 
would be hmited to only 8 to 10 hours a day, with a through mt of 20 tons per hour. 
Assuming 8 hours per day of treatment, and 2 hours per day )f pre-heating and shut 
dovm, this approach equates to 2.8 years of treatment time - • ssuming no significant 
downtime or re-treatment volumes. As discussed above, no ; ich treatment system 

' It should be noted that the present worth costs are based on a discount factor of: % consistent with the cost 
estimates presented in EPA's Feasibility Study. Using the discount ratespecifiec in February 2004 by the 0MB 
for federal projects longer than 30 years of 3.5% would result in lower estimated resent worth costs. 
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appears to exist which could satisfy these operating parameters (both with respect to 
throughput and operational approach): For example, full-scale TD treatment of 12,700 
tons of soils and sediment at the Outboard Marine Site was completed at an average of 
8.31 tons per hour. This productivity would equate to 6.7 years for the TD treatment 
portion of the work at the Hamilton Industrial Park, assuming, as EPA does in the 0U2 
Feasibility Study, that treatment is conducted 10 hours/day, 5 days/week, 36 weeks/year. 
While EPA does not identify which commercially available thennal desorption process 
was used in evaluating altematives for the 0U2 Feasibility Study, it is clear that the 
specific process used will dramatically affect the duration of the remedy and the resultant, 
impacts on the local community. 
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III. Alternative Remedial Approaches for 0U2 

A. Alternative Remedy Overview 

Because of the significant concems identified with EPA's Proposed Plan for on-Site soils, 
particularly the recommended use of thermal desorption, it is important to consider whether there 
are any alternative remedial actions that would better satisfy EPA's remedy selection criteria. A 
carefLil review indicates that there are altemative remedial actions for 0U2 that do not present 
the kinds of technical problems associated with thermal desorption at the Site, but will still be 
protective of human health and the environment; will comply with ARARs; will comport with 
EPA's guidance on properly addressing principal threat material; will be superior in terms of 
effectiveness, implementability and cost and can be more readily integrated in a timely manner 
with the plarmed redevelopment of the Site. 

In addition to the remedial altemative discussed in the HIPG's July 16, 2003 letter to the 
National Remedy Review Board ("NRRB"; see discussion presented in Section IV), there is 
another promising altemative remedial action which EPA found to be protective of health and 
the environment in its 0U2 Feasibility Study, That altemate remedy includes the following 
elements: 

• Targeted excavation and off-site disposal of principal threat material within the capacitor 
disposal area, which constitutes the primary source of principal threat material (both in 
tei-ms of PCBs and VOCs). 

• Separation of debris from those soils in other areas of the S te having contaminant 
concentrations constituting principal threats. Soils generate 1 from the debris separation 
process will be placed back in the treatment area, and the se, arated debris will be 
segregated and disposed of off-site. 

• Treatment by means of in-situ solidification/stabilization (S/S of soils having 
contaminant concentrations constituting principal threats. In a: ;as where principal threat 
levels are limited to the shallow soils or cannot otherwise be ti ;ated in-situ (e.g., 
floodplain soils), these surface soils will be consolidated on-sit; into the larger area(s) 
which are subject to treatment. In addition, soils in designated -lean utility corridors for 
purposes of Site redevelopment will be removed and consolidat :d prior to treatment. 

• Redevelopment capping for all other soils using the hardscape ai d soil (vegetative) cover 
to be installed as part of the Site redevelopment. 

:> 
This remedial altemative offers the following distinct benefits: 

• Targeted excavation of the capacitor disposal area addresses the p imaiy principal threat 
material thereby removing a potential source of ground water cont imination. 
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Solidification/stabilization followong excavation of the capacitor disposal area will 
address the primary risk pathways of concem. 

On-site containment of the remaining soils will avoid the potential risks and cost 
increases resulting from more intmsive excavation and treatment altematives. 

B. Solidification/Stabilization Overview 

As documented in EPA's September 2000 publication entitled Solidification/Stabilization 
Use at Superfund Sites (USEPA, 2000). S/S is a widely accepted and applied treatment for a 
broad range of hazardous wastes. S/S is one of the top five source control treatment technologies 
used at Superfund remedial sites, having been used at more than 160 sites since 1982. These 
projects have utilized S/S to treat soils containing diverse contaminant mixtures, including 
VOCs, SVOCs, metals, PCBs, pesticides and/or radionuclides. 

In applying S/S to sites with inorganic and organic contaminants, it is recognized that various 
mechanisms can be tailored to immobilize hazardous constituents. "Solidification" refers to 
changes in the physical properties ofa waste, which usually include an increase of compressive 
strength, a decrease of permeability, and the encapsulation of hazardous constituents. 
"Stabilization" (also refened to as fixation) typically utilizes a chemical reaction to convert the 
hazardous constituents in a waste to a less mobile form. Different :vpes of additives can be used 
to address contaminants such as PCBs, VOCs, and metals. For exanple, cement-based S/S 
reagents have been successfijlly modified by adding adsorptive mate:ials (e.g., granular activated 
carbon) to the reagent mix to immobilize organics. Using adsorptive naterials can also enhance 
the hydration of the pozzolan reagents by removing organics that can _°tard the hydration 
process. 

C. Design Considerations to .\ddress Primary Uncertainties 

In its comments to the NRRB, the HIPG noted that there were signifi ant potential issues 
with an S/S-based remedy which needed to be addressed before such a re nedy could be selected. 
The point of the PRP Group's comments to the NRRB was to recognize t ose issues/concems 
that may impact the effectiveness and cost of in-situ S/S, which were not (onsidered by EPA in 
its initial evaluation and cost analysis of this altemative. Since the concen s raised by the 
HIPG's comments to the NRRB and the evaluation of solutions to address -hem were not fiilly 
discussed in either the 0U2 Feasibility Study or in the Proposed Plan, the 1: IPG has undertaken a 
detailed evaluation of the S/S technology and has determined that the techn cal and cost 
uncertainties associated with S/S are in.fact significantly less than those ass.ciated in the 
Prefened Altemative. Based on this detailed evaluation of the S/S technolo; y as it applies to the 
Site, the HIPG's recommended remedial approach incorporates the followin ' Site-specific 
considerations to address the concems expressed by tne HIPG in its commen s to the NRRB: 

• Concem: Observations and data reported from the 0U2 remedial inv .̂ stigation (RI) 
regarding the physical heterogeneity of the on-site soils. As describee in the RI Report, 
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overburden materials at the Site are described as including man-made fill (gravel, cinders, 
ash, slag), debris (brick, glass fragments, wood, metal fragments, capacitors), and 
floodplain soils. The geophysical survey conducted during the RI indicates that the 
debris is widely scattered and shallow (i.e., less than 3 to 5 feet). 

Site-Specific Solution: To address these heterogeneities, the HIPG's recommended 
altemative includes removal of the largest portion of the debris (i.e., the capacitor 
disposal area) for off-site disposal, and the separation of the remaining debris from the 
shallow soils prior to the implementation of in-situ S/S. 

Concem: The potential limitations ofa single remedial technologv to address chemical 
heterogeneities in waste streams. As indicated in EPA's Feasibility Study and Proposed 
Plan, it has been impractical to identify a single cost-effective excavation and/or 
treatment process to address metals, VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs, present in soils to be 
remediated at the Site. 

Site-Specific Solution: As discussed above, the HIPG's recommended altemative 
includes a combination of technologies, including excavation/off-site disposal, debris 
separation, and in-situ S/S. This recommended altemative incoiporates the use of 
pozzolan-based S/S reagent combined with an adsorptive additive such as carbon to 
achieve the necessary reduction in contaminant mobility for both organics and inorganics. 
A bench-scale treatability study will be conducted to develop the optimal mix design to 
reduce the leachability of all of the contaminants present, to reduce the soil permeability, 
and to ensure soil strength suitable for the planned Site redeve, ipment. 

Concem: On-site treated soils management mav interfere with i ̂ development plans. 
The increased volume of soils treated by means of S/S or the physical properties of soils 
treated by means of thermal desorption may result in additional i mediation costs 
associated with off-site disposal of the treated soils or reworking jf soils to allow for 
reuse as backfill prior to redevelopment. 

Site-Specific Solution: As indicated above, the S/S mix design sti dies will include an 
assessment of the ultimate strength of the treated soil matrix after c '.ring. The goal of the 
studies will be to design a reagent mix that yields a treated soil that' las geotechnical 
properties conducive to supporting the planned redevelopment loads In addition, the 
recommended altemative includes the compaction of the treated soil in-place, if 
necessary, prior to curing to increase the in-place strength of this ma :rial. 

The recommended altemative will also address the increased volume (if treated soil. For 
example, the increased volume of soil will be beneficially used in the edevelopment to 
fill in the capacitor disposal area excavation, arid to achieve the grades required for the 
intended Site redevelopment and reuse (e.g., to raise grades under the I uilding footprints 
to allow for loading docks). This advantage of S/S was highlighted in .i recent article 
entitled Applying Solidification/Stabilization Treatment to Brownfields Projects where it 
was noted that": '• 

' See http://www.cement.ora/pdf files/RP41 S.odf. 
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Long used in treating radioactive and hazardous wastes, 
. sohdification/stabilization (S/S) is also an increasingly popular 

treatment in the remediation of contaminated land, particularly 
brownfield redevelopment, since the treated wastes can often be 
left on site to improve the property for subsequent constmction. ... 
Reuse of treated material [has] saved developers significant costs, 
while providing for site redevelopment that is protective of human 
health and the envirorunent. 

Overall, it is expected that with proper design, soil treated by means of S/S can be readily 
used in the redevelopment, in comparison to soils that have been thermally treated at 800°F 
or higher. Such thermally treated soils will likely need to be amended to be suitable for 
fijture constmction and Site redevelopment. 

D. Effectiveness, Implementability and Cost 

The recommended altemative will reduce any unacceptable risks to public health and the 
environment at the Site within a reasonable time frame, will cost significantly less than other 
altematives, and will provide for long-term reliability of the remedy. 

S/S will prevent the mobility of Site contaminants by reducing the avail; bility of these 
contaminants within a micro- and/or macro-encapsulated matrix. Treatn. =nt by solidification 
will (a) bind PCBs, along with other contaminants, into cementitious hydr ition products, (b) 
create a soil with more physical integrity such as a granular solid or mono.ith, and (c) reduce the 
hydraulic conductivity of the soil. In addition, the use of adsorptive compc lents in the S/S 
reagent mix will continue to reduce the leachabihty of these constituents. e\ in if the encapsulated 
soil stmcture degrades over time. 

• Overall protectiveness of human health and the environment. The i ^commended 
altemative will protect human health and the environment by virtue o;'elimination of the 
potential for direct exposure to Site contaminaiits and the potential for nigration of 
contaminants to ground water through a combination of the treatment (f principal threat 
material, redevelopment capping and institutional controls. The removi^ of thc capacitor 
disposal area addresses the primary principal threat material acting as a potential direct 
contact risk and as a source of ground water contamination. The treatm mt of the 
remaining principal threat contaminated soils by means of S/S will elim:nate the risks of 
potential dermal and inhalation exposure through encapsulation of the cc itaminants. In 
addition, S/S will eliminate the potential for the contaminated soil to act ,!S a source of 
contamination to the underlying groundwater by sorbing contaminants on o granular 
carbon and encapsulating them within a low peimeability cement matrix. Finally, the 
capping of the Site as part of the redevelopment project will further minirr.ize potential 
contact with contaminated soil (both treated principal threat soils and othei lower risk 
soils), protect the treated soil from damage by Site activities, and reduce infiltration. In 
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short, the recommended altemative addresses the objectives for reduction in toxicity, 
mobility and volume, as follows: 

- Removal of the most significant principal threat source material (i.e., the capacitor 
disposal area) and treatment of the remaining principal threat soils will result in 
an overall reduction in risk associated with 0U2 soils. 

- The volume of principal threat material will be permanently reduced through 
- excavation and off-site disposal of the capacitor disposal area. 

- The mobility of contaminants in soil will be reduced through S/S of the remaining 
principal threat soils and capping of both treated soils and lower risk soils. 

Implementability. The recommended altemative relies on widely applied technology, 
utilizing readily available equipment and materials. S/S is a well known, widely applied 
(i.e. used at over 160 Superfimd sites to date) and readily available technology. This 
treatment technology has been successfully implemented using in-situ, ex-situ or a 
combination thereof at the following Superfund sites with which the HIPG's project team 
has had direct experience. It is to be noted that these sites were contaminated primarily 
with PCBs and VOCs, although some also were impacted by oils and/or metals. 

- PSC Resources Superfund Site in Palmer, Massachusetts. 
- YorkOilSuperfundSite(OUlandOU2)inMoira, New York. 
- Caldwell Tmcking Superfund Site in Fairfield, New Jersey. 
- Chemical Control Superfund Site in Elizabeth, New Jersey. 
- Peak Oil/Bay Dmm Superfund Site in Tampa, Florida. 
- Liquid Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site in Utica, Michigan. 

S/S is also the prefened altemative at the Scientific Chemical Processing S iperfiind Site 
in Carlstadt, New Jersey, which involves a similar application to that being iroposed for 
this Site. In fact, S/S has been selected as a replacement technology at a nu nber of sites 
where thermal desorption was initially selected, but later proved to be eithei ineffective 
and/or too costly. Finally, the ability to complete the recommended S/S alte;native is not 
likely to be constrained by community concems relating to noise associated ^ 'ith 
continuous operations, potential odor problems and avoidable increases in tn ;k traffic on 
local roads. 

Long-term Effectiveness. The removal of principal threat material from the c./pacitor 
disposal area, treatment of the remaining principal threat soils by S/S, and rede /elopment 
capping represents a long-term solution for this Site. The proposed S/S treatmi nt 
technology has proven effective at other sites having PCB and VOC contamina;ion, 
where concentrations of VOCs were reduced by up to 90% and the mobility of .'CBs and 
VOCs was eliminated as evidenced by TCLP analysis of post-S/S samples. Pe: ."ormance 
testing of the S/S treatment is typically simple, with criteria based on the reducti in in 
leachability of the contaminants of concem and the compressive strength of trea-ed soils. 
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These specific performance criteria will be developed as part of the Remedial Design 
phase of work. Finally, the beneficial redevelopment and reuse of the Site helps to 
ensure continued maintenance and monitoring of the cap's integrity. 

In addition to the ability ofa S/S reagent to stabilize and encapsulate soil contaminants, 
S/S has the additional benefit of addressing the perched water that that was encountered 
in the treatment area during EPA's 0U2 Remedial Investigation. Concem over how the 
perched water was to be addressed was voiced on several occasions by members of the 
public during EPA's pubhc consuhation meetings. While the presence of perched water 
would lead to additional soil handling difficulties during thermal treatment, S/S using 
Portland cement is frequently used to sohdify RCRA liquid waste or solid-form waste 
with a free liquid portion so that the waste can be land disposed. This is the case because 
cement reacts with water, chemically binding it in cement hydration products. Thus, 
while perched water is not directly addressed by EPA's Prefened Altemative, it will be 
both addressed and effectively treated by the proposed S/S remedy. 

Short-term Effectiveness. The recommended altemative, which relies heavily on in-situ 
treatment technology, avoids the need for unnecessary, extensive excavation. In addition, 
the altemative reduces short-term worker and community risks associated with 
excavation and off-site transport remedies', and the extensive handling of soils 
associated with ex-situ treatment. Due to the fact that only small areas will be treated at a 
time and that bulk excavation will not occur, the potential for VOC releases during in-situ 
mixing is far less than that associated with the other more intmsive remec'es being 
considered by EPA in the Feasibilit>' Study. The potential for unacceptabi • emissions 
during handling of surficial soils as pan of the debris separation process is ; ot expected 
to be significant (e.g., the estimated mean VOC concentration in soils remai ling after the 
capacitor disposal area is removed is below the New Jersey residential direci contact soil 
cleanup criterion for TCE). However, the potential for unacceptable vapor a d 
paniculate emissions will be assessed as part of the Remedial Design, and ap̂  ropriate 
control measures will be specified as necessary. 

Based on discussions with technology vendors and experience at other sites, it s 
anticipated that design and implementation of the recommended altemative car be 
completed in 3 years or less, in contrast to the estimate discussed above for the 'refened 
A Itemative of up to 10 years. "* 

Cost. To assess the likely potential costs associated with in-situ S/S given the Si e-
specific soil/debris characteristics reported for the target remediation area, Battel ? issued 
an RFP requesting budgetary cost proposals from several technology vendors. Ti is RFP 
specified that, in order to reduce the total volume of soil disposed off-site, the use of in-

' EPA's Preferred Altemative includes the off-site disposal of over 53,500 cy of soil. This is equivalent to a: least 
8,000 truck trips to and from the Site via local roads, with more than 10,000 additional truck trips for back "ill 
material. 

'" Given the considerations noted in Section I above, it is likely that the 2 to 3 years estimated by EPA for dt ̂ ign, 
construction, testing and implementation of the Preferred Alternative will in fact be considerably longer, i.i. on 
the order of at least 5 years, and depending on the specific TD equipment used, could well exceed 10 years. 
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situ S/S is planned for over 75,000 cubic yards of impacted soil. Banelle requested that 
the budgetary cost proposal cover two phases of the project: The first phase is a bench-
scale treatability study to determine the optimal in situ S/S formulation, to be followed by 
full-scale implementation as the second phase. The total costs for the two phases quoted 
by S/S technology vendors ranged from $55 to $79/cy for Portland cement based S/S. 
Although higher than the costs estimated in EPA's FS for this component of Altemative 
S-4, the projected cost range is consistent with information reported by EPA and other 
Federal entities for other sites. 

Based on these costs provided by the S/S treatment contractors, the HIPG estimates that 
the Total Constmction Cost for remediation of 0U2 soils, including the capacitor 
disposal area removal and redevelopment cap would be on the order of $24 million 
utilizing a conservative vendor estimate of $79/cy and 107,000 cy to be solidified (see 
cost details provided in Appendix A). The Total Present Worth cost for this altemative is 
approximately $36 million. This conservatively based figure derived from actual vendor 
cost estimates is only 57% of the estimated Total Present Worth Cost of $62 million for 
EPA's Prefened Altemative and only 41% of the more likely cost of EPA's Prefened 
Altemative (see Section II.D) of $86.8 million. 

E, No Need for Separate Treatment (SVE) for VOCs 

In the assessment ofa S/S-based remedy for this Site as set forth in the 0U2 Feai'bility 
Study, EPA included the use of soil vapor extraction (SVE) to reduce VOC concentra ions 
present in soils prior to implementing S/S and capping to address inorganics and other irganics 
(including PCBs). In its evaluation of the this remedial altemative (identified in the Ftasibility 
Study as Altemative S-4), EPA estimated that SVE treatment could extend the impleme itation of 
this treatment to as much as 6 to 8 years, which, in tum, could interfere with timely 
redevelopment of the Site. 

As described above, soils having the highest VOC concentrations will largely be removed ^s part 
of the capacitor disposal area excavation. To address the presence of VOCs in remaining ; lils 
identified as principal threat materials, granular activated carbon can be added to the reage.it mix 
so as to sorb the VOCs and then encapsulate them within a low permeability cement matrix 
Utilizing this methodology will eliminate the need for treatment with SVE prior to implemt iting 
S/S. Capping the Site with a redevelopment cap following treatment by means of S/S will t; en 
provide a second layer of protection against potential leaching of VOCs to ground water and 
against direct contact exposures. Finally, the potential for unacceptable vapor and particulati 
emissions during implementation of ex-situ debris separation combined with in-situ S/S will :'e 
assessed as part of the Remedial Design, and appropriate control measures will be specified a. 
necessary." 

" Significantly, EPA did not believe that SVE was necessary as part of the Preferred Alternative. Given that the 
Preferred Ahemative entails the excavation of far more contaminated soils than does an S/S remedy, it follows 
that SVE would not be necessary in an S/S-based remedy. 
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Therefore, SVE is not necessary to address VOCs in soil as part of the HIPG's proposed 
altemate remedy in order to achieve an acceptable level of both short-term and long-term 
protectiveness for the Site. 

F, Redevelopment Capping 

As discussed in the Proposed Plan, EPA has acknowledged the Borough of South Plainfield's 
Redevelopment Plan for the Site and sunounding properties, which includes complete renovation 
of the Site for retail, commercial/light industrial "flex" space and warehousing uses. In 
particular, EPA has indicated that hardscape (i.e., paving and buildings) to be constmcted as part 
of Site redevelopment may be used in place of the multi-layered cap for soils containing 
contaminant concentrations below principal threat levels. The HIPG agrees with a remedial 
strategy that incorporates the Site redevelopment plans as integral components of the remedy. In 
this connection, the use of the "redevelopment cover" in place ofa multi-layered cap should 
include the use of vegetative soil cover to be installed as part of the Site redevelopment grading 
and landscaping plans.. This should be the case for the following reasons: 

• There are no significant residual risks of exposure associated with the contained 
soils. As a practical matter, the only threat of potential exposure remaining after the 
targeted excavation of the capacitor disposal area and capping by the redevelopment 
hardscaping and soil cover will be contact with the in-place material during some fiiture 
maintenance activities that involve excavation. This eventuality will be minimized 
through the location of "clean corridors" for utilities and similar installations. She uld 
maintenance activities require work outside such clean corridor areas, the workers an be 
protected from direct contact with the contaminated soils through work practices aid 
personal protective equipment. And, even if due to enor or oversight, such precautions 
are not adequately implemented, any contact would be short term in nature, with a 
coirespondingly significantly lower resulting risk. 

Targeted excavation and S/S addresses the primar>' principal threat material act ng 
as a potential source to ground water contamination. The VOCs in soil, the highe:' 
concentrations of which are primarily co-located with the capacitor disposal area, will l̂e 
largely eliminated by the excavation of these materials and by the application of S/S to 
the remaining principal threat materials. Therefore, a redevelopment cover (asphalt, 
building slabs, and vegetative soil cover) will cap only the lower, non-principal threat 
material remaining on-site after the excavation of the capacitor disposal/debris area and 
the implementation of the S/S treatment technology. 

Redevelopment areas using vegetative cover are largely limited to the perimeter of 
the property. According to the cunent redevelopment plans proposed by the Borough's 
selected redeveloper, the areas of the Site which are subject to more significant 
contamination (including the areas to be treated by S/S) will be covered primarily by 
hardscape (buildings and pavement). The portions of the Site where vegetative cover will 
be used are limited to an approximately 50' wide landscaped buffer along Spicer Avenue, 
in the storm water detention basin area near existing Buildings 13,14 and 15, landscaped 
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islands in the parking lots, and the preserved open space and wetlands along Bound 
Brook. Given the very limited extent of vegetative cover to be used in the main portion 
of the Site where the principal contamination is located and active soil remediation is 
being required, the lack ofa multi-layered cap in these areas will not materially affect the 
overall reduction in the infiltration rate achieved by this remedy. A geotextile marker 
layer can be used to identify underlying native soils in the event excavation in these areas 
proves necessary at some time in the future. 

G. Summary 

Based on an iiidependent evaluation of the applicabihty of S/S technology to 0U2 soils, a 
remedial approach that combines removal, treatment by S/S and containment to mitigate the 
exposure pathways that are contributing to the 0U2-related risks provides an equally protective 
altemative to thennal desorption, better satisfies EPA's remedy selection criteria and will allow 
for the integrated redevelopment of the Site within a reasonable time frame. As outlined above, 
this remedial approach combines elements of both treatment and containment to mitigate the 
primaiy exposure pathways identified in the 0U2 risk assessment, and addresses EPA's 
preference for treatment of principal threat material as defmed based on these primary exposure 
pathways. Further, this remedial approach incorporates the planned redevelopment of the Site as 
recommended under EPA's Superfimd Redevelopment Initiative and in EPA's guidance on the 
reuse of Superfimd sites for commercial use. Finally, the recommended altemative is 
significantly more implementable and cost-effective than EPA's Prefened Altemative. 
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IV. The Alternat ive Remedy Presented in the H I P G ' s C o m m e n t s to the 
National Remedy Review Board . 

As indicated in Section III above, in addition to the altemate remedy detailed in Section 111 of 
these comments, the HIPG presented a promising remedial altemative in its July 16, 2003 
addressed to the National Remedy Review Board. This remedy is also superior to the Prefened 
Altemative in terms of avoiding the muhiple, serious problems associated with thermal 
desorption; being protective of human health and the environment; complying with ARARs; 
comporting with EPA's guidance on properly addressing principal threat material; being superior 
in terms of effectiveness, implementability and cost; and being more readily integrated in a 
timely marmer with the planned redevelopment of the Site. As previously noted, this second 
altemative involves the following elements: 

• Excavation and off-site disposal of principal threat material, including the material within 
the capacitor/debris disposal area which represents the primary source of principal threat 
material (both PCBs and VOCs). 

• Redevelopment capping for all other soils using the hardscape and soil (vegetative) cover 
to be installed as part of the Site redevelopment. 

Given these elements, this second altemative offers the following significant advantages: 

• There are no significant residual risks of exposure associated with the contained soils. As 
a practical matter, the only threat of potential exposure remaining after the targeted 
excavation of the Site and capping by the hardscaping and soil cover will be contact wi i 
the in-place material during some fiiture maintenance activities that involved excavation 
Under this scenario, the workers can be protected from direct contact with the 
contaminated soils. However, in the event such precautions were not followed, contact 
would be short term in nature, and at a target cancer risk level of 10'' and target HI of 
100, "principal threat" levels under this type of exposure would conespond to a 
concentration on the order of 10,000 mg/kg or 10 times higher than the maximum 
concentration proposed to be left in-place. 

• Targeted excavation addresses the primary principal threat material acting as a potential 
source to ground water contamination. The VOCs in soil, the highest concentrations of 
which are primarily co-located with the capacitor disposal/debris area, will be largely 
eliminated by the excavation of these materials. The redevelopment cover (asphalt, 
building slabs, vegetative soil cover) will contain the lower threat material remaining on-
site after the excavation of the capacitor disposal/debris area. Any residual impacts to 
groundwater by the contained materials remaining on-site will be insignificant. 

• ^ 

• Following targeted excavation. Site redevelopment will adequately address the primary 
risk pathways of concem. According to EPA's baseline human health risk assessment, 
the majority of the cancer risks and non-cancer His under the future use scenario are 
associated with exposure to non-VOCs in soil via incidental ingestion, dermal contact 
and/or particulate inhalation. The exception to this is for the fiiture indoor worker in the 
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cunently undeveloped portion of the Site: As indicated above, soils having elevated 
VOCs will largely be removed as they are co-located with the capacitor disposal/debris 
area. The risks associated with the soils left in-place can be adequately mitigated via 
pathway elimination - i.e., the constmction of large areas of hardscape (pavement and 
buildings) as part of the Site redevelopment will eliminate routine exposures to 
contaminants in site soils, regardless of concentration. 

Finally, it should be emphasized that the removal of even principal threat material is not required 
in all cases. EPA's Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites •with PCB Contamination 
recognizes that in some cases it may be appropriate to contain principal threats as well as low-
threat material, because there are large volumes of contaminated material or the PCBs are mixed 
with other contaminants that makes treatment impracticable (USEPA, 1990). Such material that 
is not treated should be contained to prevent access that would result in exposures exceeding 
protective levels. Indeed, in the case of the Raymark Site with 21,000 cy of on-site principal 
threat wastes, EPA determined that the risks and costs associated with treatment of the 
substantial volumes of contaminated soil waste materials on-site outweighed the limited increase 
in protectiveness afforded. Therefore, treatment was not found to be practical, and a capping 
remedy was selected for the Raymark Site. 

EPA did not adequately consider this proposed remedial ahemative in its 0U2 Feasibility Study 
or in its Proposed Plan. However, this altemative remains a viable remedy for the Site, since it is 
protective of human heahh and the environment, implementable, and cost-effective. 
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V. Comments on the Remedial Action Objectives 

According to the Proposed Plan, EPA proposes to implement a remedy which includes active 
remediation (through treatment and/or removal and off-site disposal) of soils designated as 
"principal threat" material, and containment of soils contaminated at lower concentrations. EPA 
has designated principal threat material as those soils contaminated with PCBs at concentrations 
greater than 500 ppm and with other contaminants that may act as a continuing source of ground 
water contamination. EPA identified the August 1990 guidance entitled/4 Guide on Remedial 
Actions at Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination as the basis for establishing a PCB 
concentration greater than 500 ppm as the principal threat cleanup goal for PCBs, and the New 
Jersey Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) as the principal threat cleanup 
goal for other constituents of potential concem. 

However, in attempting to provide treatment for principal threat wastes, EPA fails to apply 
appropriately its own guidance when defining what constitutes a principal threat. The following 
details the shortcomings of EPA's approach to defining principal threat waste as set forth in its 
Proposed Plan. 

• Definition of Principal Threat Concentrations 
In designating soils for active remediation, EPA has failed to apply appropriately its 
guidance on principal threat materials. Properiy applied, EPA's guidance dictates 
that the volumes of principal threat materials will be substantially less than projected 
by EPA. EPA's definition of principal threat material is as follows: "Principal threat 
wastes are those source materials [including contaminated soil] considered to be 
highly toxic or highly mobile which generally caimot be contained in a reliable 
manner and/or would present a significant risk to human health or the environment 
should exposure occur" (USEPA, 1991). EPA has not established an absolute 
threshold level of risk for identifying principal threat materials. However, it considers 
as principal threat "those source materials with toxicity and mobility characteristics 
that combine to pose a potential risk several orders of magnitude greater than the risk 
level that is acceptable for the cunent or reasonably anticipated future land use, given 
realistic exposure scenarios" (USEPA, 1997b, eniphasis added). In Superfimd, 
acceptable risk levels are cumulative excess cancer risk to an individual based on 
reasonable maximum exposure for both cunent and reasonably expected future land 
use of 10^ or less, and a non-cancer hazard index (HI) of 1 or less (USEPA, 1991a). 
Therefore, contaminated soil that poses a cumulative excess cancer risk higher than 
10"̂  or represents a HI higher than 100 (i.e., at least two orders of magnitude higher 
than the acceptable levels) might be reasonably viewed as a principal threat material 
for which treatment should be considered. Conversely, contaminated soil that poses 
cumulative excess cancer risk lower than 10"̂  or represents a HI lower than 100 may 
be considered as low-level threat material for which containment would be 
appropriate. 

EPA also fails to consider future site use in its evaluation for the altematives which 
target principal threat materials. EPA's Principal Threat Analysis should be 
conducted in the context of the future site redevelopment. As accepted by EPA (and 
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NJDEP) for the former Hyatt Clark Industries, Inc. Site in Clark, New Jersey, the 
principal threat assessment should be based on potential risks under likely fiature 
conditions following site redevelopment, rather than hypothetical risks under generic 
land use conditions. Given the specific redevelopment plans for this Site (i.e., largely 
covered by pavement and buildings for retail, commercial/light industrial "flex" space 
and warehousing), the potential risks to persons who may be exposed to soils 
underlying the pavement and buildings, such as utility maintenance workers, should 
serve as the basis for the principal threat analysis rather than a "routine worker" who 
isunhkely to come in contact with soils under the pavement or buildings during daily 
activities. 

There is direct precedent, including in EPA Region 11, for setting remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) in Records of Decisions (RODs) which do not rely on constituent-
specific cleanup goals, including principal threat-based goals, but rather identify 
cleanup based on overall risk reduction. For example, the ROD for the Raymark 
Industries, Inc. site in Stratford, Connecticut (EPA/ROD/ROl-96/116, 1995) and the 
ROD for the Scientific Chemical Processing site in Carlstadt, New Jersey 
(EPA/ROD/R02-02/11, 2002) address the remediation of principal threat materials 
(including PCBs and VOCs) without specifying constituent-specific numerical 
cleanup goals to identify these materials. Of particular relevance to this Site is the 
approach utilized at the Scientific Chemical Processing site to identify a "Hot Spot" 
area of high-level or principal threat waste and to define the RAOs from a risk-based 
perspective. Specifically, as part of the Feasibility Study for this site, the definition 
ofa Hot Spot was "an area where, if chemical constituents were removed and/'or 
treated, the site-wide risk would be reduced by over an order of magnitude; and an 
area small enough to be considered separately from remediation of the entire Fill 
area." In articulating the site remediation standards for the Scientific Chemical 
Processing site, USEPA Region II recognized that no chemical-specific ARARs exist 
for soil, so that remediation goals were necessarily risk-based. The stated RAOs for -
soi! were to: 

- "Mitigate the direct contact risk and leaching of contaminants from soil, 
fill material and sludge into the groundwater; 

- Reduce the toxicity and mobility of the Hot Spot contaminants via 
treatment; [and] 

- Perform remediation in such a manner that may allow site re-use for 
certain limited commercial purposes." 

Principal Threat Concentration for PCBs in On-Site Soils 
EPA is relying on outdated and inappropriate PCB criteria for estimating 
contaminated soil volumes. EPA's definition of principal threat material as soils 
containing PCB concentrations greater than 500 mg/kg is based on outdated 
information presented in the 1990 Guidance on Remedial Actions for Superfund Sites 
with PCB Contamination. As summarized in Appendix C, the assumptions used by 
EPA in developing the criteria suggested in the 1990 guidance, including the toxicity 
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data for PCBs, have been updated since 1990. Use of updated toxicity data and 
exposure assumptions would result in a different PCB concentration defined as 
principal threat. 

Specifically, the numerical-based approach for defining concentrations of PCBs to be 
designated as principal threat that would be consistent with Superfimd precedent, 
based upon EPA's principal threat and risk assessment guidance, and would use 
cunent toxicity data for PCBs, can be stated as follows: 

Soil remediation should be conducted to the extent necessary to achieve a waste 
management strategy that reduces Site risks to within an EPA-accepted risk range 
(excess cancer risk range oflG'^ to Iff̂ , and a noncancer hazard index of 1 or 
less; OSWER Directive 9355.0-30). Soil removal or tieatment shall be conducted 
to meet a maximum lifetime excess cancer risk level of l x 10"' and a noncancer 
hazard index of 100 based on reasonable exposure for both current and 
reasonably expected future land. For key indicator chemicals detected at the 
subject site, namely polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), this risk level corresponds 
to an individual constituent principal threat level'' of J. 100 mg/kg. 

Principal Threat Concentrations for Other Constituents 
EPA has inadequately evaluated the concentrations in soils that have the potential to 
impact ground water. EPA has relied on the NJDEP criteria for non-PCB 
contaminants of concem (i.e., NJDEP IGWSCC) to define soil to be remediated in 
order to mitigate potential impacts to ground water. NJDEP's IGWSCC have not 
been promulgated and, as such, are not applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements ("ARARs"). Rather, NJDEP has published these criteria merely as 
guidance levels for its site remediation'program. Site-specific evaluation of potential 
impacts to ground water from soil contaminants, taking into consideration the 
possible remedies for ground water, would very likely increase the threshold 
concentrations for non-PCB contaminants of concem that would meet the definition 
of principal threat. 

Further, the primary concem with respect to impact to ground water is associated with 
elevated VOC concentrations in soil. The VOCs in soil, the highest concentrations of 
which are primarily co-located or immediately adjacent to the capacitor disposal area, 
will be largely eliminated by the excavation of these materials as specified in the 
Proposed Plan. The redevelopment cover (asphalt, building slabs, and vegetative soil 
cover) will contain the lower threat material remaining on-site after the excavation of 
the capacitor disposal area. Any residual impacts to groundwater by the contained 
materials remaining on-site will be insignificant. The potential significance of these 
residual concentrations should be fiirther evaluated in consideration of (1) the overall 
groundwater remedy, and/or (2) a site-specific criteria for assessing the potential 
leaching of VOCs to groundwater. EPA's failure to integrate into its analysis of 

'^" 'rincipal threat cleanup levels" are scaled from EPA Region 9 preliminary remediation goals for industrial soils 
w tich are calculated at a target cancer risk level of 10"* and a noncancer hazard index of 1. 
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possible 0U2 soil remedies the potential groundwater remedies which may be 
implemented at the Site poses the significant risk that EPA will select in both 0U2 
and 0U3 inefficient and uncoordinated remedies to address both soil and 
groundwater issues. 

In summary, the risk-based approach employed at the Scientific Chemical Processing, Raymark 
and Hyatt Clark sites provides guidance for defining principal threat materials in terms of 
cumulative risk and setting performance-based RAOs that is directly transferable to the Hamilton 
Industrial Park Site. EPA estimated soil volumes should be based on cunent site-specific risk 
assessment approaches, including the assessment of total risk over an exposure area, not just risk 
associated with a single constituent at a single sampling point. Use ofa site-specific risk-based 
approach for defining "principal threat" material as soils in an exposure area exhibiting an 
exposure concentration in excess of several orders of magnitude greater than the acceptable risk 
level would result in lower estimates of soil to be actively remediated, while still protecting 
human health and the environment consistent with applicable EPA guidance. 
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S2.808.000 
$132,000 

T ital Direct Construction Costs (TDCC) $15,800,000 
Area Code 07080 Factor of 1,1 $1,580,000 

TDCC Subtotal $17,380,000 
Contingency at 20% of TDCC $3.4 76,000 

Engineenng nd Construction Management® 15% of TDCC $2,607,000 
Leoal and Administrative & S% of TDCC $869,000 

Contingency, Englneerlr i and Construct ion Management, Legal and 
A '. ir inistrative and Locat ion Speeffic Adders: •"•'"O.OOO 

Total Construction Cost 524,332,000 
E q u i p m e n t M a i n t e n a n c e SO 

M a i n t e n a n c e ( 8 % C a p i t a l C o s t ) $ 3 6 3 , 7 4 1 

2 0 % C o n t i n g e n c y $ 7 2 , 7 4 8 

Annua l O&M $436,489 

k Prerent Worth Total Maintenance Cost $11,300,000 

0.1 

0.2 
0.15 
0.05 

30 

1.0% 

^ Total Present Worth Project Cost $35,600>O(Jfr'; 

1.5 

Approx Task Cost 
w/ ind i recU 

$414,422 

$4,311,148 

:.:-M;;:::::MSX.:::-:::::;W::::::::::!:::;::W:::::S: 

: i * :^^^^^: : : : : : : i : : : : : :^HS$¥: : ; : i :$ : :S^ 

mMmmMmmm 
si;iBssS«4M;si:Bs:5si: mmmmmmm 

$193,115 

$12,679,500 

$0 

::i:;;--:::>>:S::::S:::o:::::;S^::o:-:::::;::<:^ 

$0 

$1,732,500 

$4,410,000 

years 

discount rate 

comments A atsumptjons 

Redevelopment cap in place of 
multilayered RCRA type cap 

!;: Urtt«oa<isie&!8nde<Jfate(fif 

E P A S-4 e s t i m a t e for tn is t ask 

(w / ind i rec t ) is S 5 . 6 M 

|::iu||<S^|S:;|i|S«iiiM 
:| | | | |Ss^lsi(^::^|s3c^:ai i^^ 

i n c l u d e d a b o v e 

i n c l u d e d a b o v e 

i n c l u d e d a b o v e 

i nc i uoac a b o v e 

N o S V E p r o p o s e d 

D e b r i s d i s o o s a l 

9/2/2004 de maximis, inc. 
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Hami l t f lSPbus t r ia l Park 

Super fund Site 

South Plainf ie ld, NJ 

estimated Tittdf 

LTTD Opefatiortal Time 

Soil lo be treated 

(yards') 

53,500 

Tons per yard ' 

1.5 

Soil lo be treated 
(Ions) 

80,250 

80,250 

AsSMnted 
Ircstm^mt rililR 

( l o n A p t r b a q r ) 

» 
«.31 

Total treatment 
time (hours) 

4,013 

9,657 

•Pre « Post 
healing (2 hours 

per day) 

1,003 

2,414 

TtXa lheat ins t ime 

thours j 

5,016 

12JI1T1 

Tolal days 
(@ t o hours 

per day) 

502 

1207 

Total weeks (@ 
5 days per 

week) 

too 
241 

rtnMy**m 

,1 ' " 'H ,11 , 
• • ; o - ^ -

'assumes LTTD approach used in FS, and 1.5 »<'...b pre- and 0.5 hours post treatment healing 1 

llliillllii 
:iii;ili:ii:!iN**iiS<:ii5*^^ 

" * ' =. .1 . luur Input 
Rale 

40,000.000 

SLiH Natural ( ^ s per 

Hour (1,020 BTU per 
SCF) 

39,216 

Tolal Healing Hours 

5,016 

T o U l SCF 

Burned 

196.691,176 

Total years 
Irealment 

2.8 

SCF per year 

70.588.235 

H6«i«(re<)4)Vkl(MHi« 

<1:ttlH>«« 0 36,0011 

MJI^peryeaf) 

5,464 

'assumes use of 40 million BTU per hour TO (like used at the Industrial Latex Site, al a 20 Ion per hour treatment rate) 

BTU = British Thermal Unil SCF = Standard Cubic Feel 

EsHfliatcd ProduflUon of Alt 

l̂ oMutants by L T H J 

CO, 

NjO 

PM (Total. < 1.0 micron) 

SO, 

VOC * TOC • Methane 

Emiss ion Factor* 

(pounds per MM 

SCF) 

120,000 

2.20 

7.60 

0.60 

18.8 

Total Emissfons 

<P«>gt«lsP«««tert) 

23,602,941 

433 

1.495 

118 

3,698 

nattndcd Totals 

(l>(ntnds Pollutant) 

23,600.000 

400 

1,500 

100 

3.700 

'from Table 1.4-2 of EPA's 7/1/98 update of "Air Pollutant Emisskan Factors, Natural Gas Combustion" | 

EttitMdtes 6t rtucn Traffic AssocM«<t wHI> blRentnt 

Remedial Altcmatiye& 

CapacitorAwaste excavation and off-site disposal 

Excavatk>n backfill (assumes 25% extra (or compaclkm) 

Stabilizalion/Sdidificalion Reagents 

@ 20% cement/GAC additives 

Contaminated Soils not Treated with HTTD 

j Backfill (assumes 25% extra for compaction) 

Yards' 

7.500 

9,375 

10,700 

53.500 

66,875 

Tons 

@ 1.5 Ions per yard' 

11,250 

14,063 

16,050 

80.250 

100,313 

Truck Loads 

@ 20 Ions per 
toad 

563 

703 

803 

4,013 

5,016 

' ' t ruck( launot r ip* >' '' \ 

Loads X 2 

1,125 

1,406 

1,605 

8,025 

10,031 

' ftdtiftdw) ' 

l . i » , , 

i.Wrt I 

. '1,600^ ; 

«,flDO; ' 

10,000 

tn 
o 
o 
(ji 

£&n«n«tea «r PCB Vtrfunnes ff Cond^ttMtfttn i» Us«it r«r 

LTTD Ofr«Gas Treatment 

on-site disposal of condensed PCBs 

(53.500 yards' @ 10,000 ppoi average) 

Off-sile disposal of condensed PCBs 

(53,500 yards' @ 1,000 ppm average) 

Tons Soil Treated 

80,250 

80,250 

Tons PCBs Removed 

803 

80 

Pounds PCBs @ 

2,000 pounds 
per Ion 

1.605,000 

160,500 

Gallons PCBs 
@ 12.8 pounds 

per gallon 

125,391 

12,539 

4,S0Oeidf«MII 

i i 

2.8 ' ' 

9/1/2004 df. maximis, inc. 
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i i . ; 

tn 
o 
o 

Review of Assumptions (or Calculating PCBs Soil Cleanup L«vftl 

C«nc«r Ri tk Cslcutattont 

EPA 1990 
Guidance 

CaJKer skipf! (acloi (SF) : {mq^of^ay) T I Tho elopo loctot lor PCBs waa tcvtsed in CPA <199Ca) <o \2 mgfXp'itfn 

Soil lng««lloa 

Lifetime Avtraf ie Dally Dosa (1 * " ' . ) Calculallona 

Units 

Soil ingestion iH\e lor ctriio 
Sod Ingosliof^':' '. . 

j Ejrposuai treqviency 
|F.«posufBquraMontcrch<d 
lEHposure duration for adu:( __ 
JBocfy waigpt tor child 

Body ""atOljt lu' 8dult__ 
Aypraging Imp |AwaS 

un>f.»s 

do>3 

300; thafio acsumpiions aie oonsislcnt with EPA 0^.9')-. 
ioo ftiBSB assuinpiions aie cqnsi«teni wim E P * ( i M i J . 
6 3,An obso'ption l iodion oM vrai^dbeconsisleni with EPA ii996a) 

365]A ireqiiency of 3bO te)«/yT wouW 08 consi«iont w-fh EP^ 
ejThese assumplioos aifl coroislenl wilh EPA (1991). 

24|TTws« assumplions ata corsistont wilh EPA (lOTll-
" 16; A p o S y w t i ^ y o l J 5 kg *«x*1 be /^f^'isisse"'. *^!H E P.A f 199 U. 

_ 70,These assumptions aio consiitoni w ih EPA 0991). 
25.G50 TtwiiB as&umpiiofxs aia consttwm wUh EPA QVMj . 

SoH Oarmal Contact I / . ; ) Uoils 
i -

CPA t990 
Guldano* 

Iplria! scrii concamration 
Average $oil concentreliori lor di ik] 
Avorage toil conceniratron lor odul! 
Soil actwranco 'actor lor chid 
Soil atfrerorKg 'aciof <or adutt 
Skin surface aiea tor cNid 
Skm siirfacft arra for acuii 
AbaorDtion traction 
Evpotuia tre^uoncy lor chi!d 
Ekpcsyre ticqueiKy (or Hdul 
EKpooira diiralion lor chid 

E«ffjRuieOina:ionlpf a<Jiiii 
Bo^y *eighi tor child 
Bodyjhalgn for adult 
Averaging htne ,„ 

mg'hg . _ .._!_.. , , _ _ . ..._ _ 
" ^ 9 o J d E P A (1990) accourttod lor deploton_oi PCBs vta voiatiNzaticn. 
^ \ ^ 9 O^B.lf ' !^ ( ' ? ^ acrnunted lor dtplstion ^ PCBs via^volaiiiizaticn. 

mg soil/crn' ' 2 77 An^adherence factor of 0.2 mgfcrn would ^nco^tt&4ent1N(l^•E:PA (200 

mg soil/cm' 277 An adharence taclor o l ^ 0 7 ing/cm' would bn mxislstent wi:h EJ'A i20 

crr'/day 4,000 A 9ur la^ area ol 2.&C0 e n / wroiiid be cmistslptit wnh EPA (2C0ij. 

. crr^day 3,100 *.syrto:^c aiea ot 5.7C0 cm' v*wM be consistent with trorn FPA (2001 
tiMill«>ss 0 1 An ab^co'plion traction ol 0.14 isjccommonded in EPA (7o6ii . 

(tayrVycar ^^^ .^ \'!^M^^?9y.^. 3E0 (Jflys/yfjuioutd tMS consilient *^ih tPA ( t W l ) . 
days/yea: 52 A ireqiioricy oi %j) deysfjrr wouidj>e^consiMa;tt wiih^E^ (1991). 

years '' i i j k t i u ia i i nno(6years •vouldt>«cons^ani w i i hEPA j i99 i ) 
yoart 12 A duration c l 24 yearswould be eor>»islO^I with PPA^(199I) 

: kU _ M AbiMy weighloijSkgwooidboconsfetontwi^^^ 
kg 76;Tb9Seassu3>lionsj/i i cz)r«iilftnl with EPA (1991). 

days 25:5io Tripte assuiytioos ate oonaisient wiMi CPA (1989)-

Soil Vapor Inhalation Units EPA 1990 
Guidanoa 

Inhalalioo^raie lor^duf; 
AbCCrplion liact'On 
EifiosurH ireqiKwicy lor adti l 
Eipcsurc duration Iqr adult 
Body weighi lor aduii 
Averagng time 

m AJay 30 A rota ol 20 fn3/day would be conslstant with EPA (1991). 
unitless 0 5 AJI ateo^phoo iracilonoM Is coriwyeni wrtfi fcPA(1B06a) 

days/yoa' 36S Aire<)uorKYO(x6days/yr wouidbeconsisti^ivinih EPA ( t99i ) 
years JW Thew assurnpiJons ar^consruant with EPA (1991). 

kg ?O.J^?*?.!?*S"mpiio'is are^ixjnsisient with EPA ( i gg i j . 
Aiy* - 26,550 Thaca atsurripiions arc cprsislcnj with EPA (1909}. 

Refat»nc«s: 

EPA. 1909 Riiit Asssssniciii Gu-dfliice lor Siineriunrj Volume I, Hurrian Hgatih Evaluation Maruol Office ol Emergency anidnt'med<al 
Response bH/v5^0l -B9 002 OSWER Directive 9 2 £ 6 7 - 0 I a _ D ^ ^ 
EFA 1990 Guioanr^e on Remedial Aeiiorn tor Superfund Sites w-th PCB Contamination. OHice of Ecneiyency And Rfltredial Refponu. 
OSVVEr-D.fOCtive935S.4.qi. Auy-isi. , , _ . . . „ . '_-
EFA 1991 Human heatih evaiijai:r«i mariual. SijrvHcmeniai outdance 'Standard deiauii eicosure inciors * MemorarKxm Irom i Fields, > . 
Office ol Energenty Reriedial Peiponie. to^B Diamond. Qlttce o* Waste Prog:arT« Ertorcemont. OSWER Directive 9235 6 03 Mar j i ^S . 
EPA. 1996*. PCBs: Carrier OCD€ AsMSsmeni and Aopliceticr.lojinvircKiiiienlalMirturps C'CeJi i Research and UaWlopmont EPivSOOfP 
EPA. I99f.tt. Rrrf ?.cieertng GuWar.ce Technical Background Oociment. 2nd Ed Office o'Sodd Waste and Empigcncy RespDnsa 
(OSVVER) EPA/MO/n95.12e. May . . . _ . 
EPA 2 X 1 Risk A£69samont Gu-dancefor Suoet^und VoKinw I, Kjman Heafh Evatuaion Manual (PartE, ScpptornonlQl Guidnr-ca lor 
Dermal 4sk Assessment) tnterrt Review Crait f e * Public Commeni. O l f t eo l emergency w d Ramediaf Response EPA/5JJ'Rfll9'005 
OSWER C»-ective 9265 7-02EP. SeotemOer 
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